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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958.  Authorizes  appropriations 
of  $900  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1960,  and  $925  million 
for  1961,  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  system.  Authorizes 
an  additional  $5  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  both 
forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
and  authorizes  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961 
appropriations  of  $33  million  for  forest  highways  and  $30 
million  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails.  Specifies 
the  manner  in  which  the  amounts  authorized  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States,  Alaska,  and 

Puerto  Rico.  Provides  for  States  to  use  for  forest  highways 

• 

on  Federal-aid  systems  a  specified  portion  of  the  funds 
which  would  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  Federal-aid 
highways.  Directs  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  cooperation 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  appropriate  State 
officials  to  make  a  forest  highway  study.  Specifies  when  the 
funds  authorized  for  Federal  domain  roads,  including  forest 
highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  would  be 
available  for  contracting. 
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Rep.  Fallon  introduced  and  discussed  H.  R.  9821 
which  was  referred  to  the  Public  Works  Committee. 
Print  of  bill  as  introduced.  Remarks  of  author. 

House  committee  approved  H.  R.  9821  with  amendment. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  9821  with  amendment. 
H.  Report  No.  1U80.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Sen.  Gore  and  others  introduced  S.  3Ulli, which  was 
referred  to  the  Public  Works  Committee.  Print  of 
bill.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Gore. 

Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.  R.  9821.  (H.  Res.  501,  Rept.  No.  lU96) . 

House  passed  H.  R.  9821  as  reported. 

Senate  subcommittee  ordered  S.  3UlU  reported. 

H.  R.  9821  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

Senate  committee  ordered  S.  3Uli|.  reported  with 
amendments. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  3UlU  with  amendment. 

S.  Report  No.  lli07.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  began  debate  on  S.  3UlU. 

Senate  continued  debate  on  S.  3Uli|. 

(Excerpts  ffom  committee  report  quoted  in  Digest). 

Senate  continued  debate  on  S.  3Ulii. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  9821  with  amendments  (with 
language  of  S.  3UlU)«  Print  of  bill  as  passed. 
Senate  appointed  conferees. 

S,  3UlU  indefinitely  postponed  due  to  passage  of 
H.  R.  9821. 

House  disagreed  with  Senate  amendments  and 
appointed  conferees. 

Rep.  Davis  replaced  Rep.  Jones,  Ala.,  as  a  conferee. 
Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report. 

House  received  conference  report.  H.  Report  1591. 
Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  85-381. 
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85th  CONGRESS  TIT  B  3  f  \  O  ^ 

2d  Session  fj,  j^g  | 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  8, 1958 

Mr.  Fallon  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  FEDERAL-AID  highways 

4  Section  1.  (a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropria- 

5  tions. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

6  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 

7  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple- 

8  mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

9  priated  the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
10  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal 


I 


2 

1  year  ending  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  authorized 

2  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  he  available  for  expenditure  as 

3  follows : 

4  (A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

5  primary  highway  system. 

6  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

7  secondary  highway  system. 

8  (0)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 

9  systems  within  urban  areas. 

10  (2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this 

11  section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 

12  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 

13  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 

14  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

15  (b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — Any  sums 

16  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  he  available 

17  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 

18  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any 

19  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 

20  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided ,  That  such  funds  shall  be 

21  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 

22  of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 

23  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Com- 

24  merce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 

25  specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and  prior  Acts: 
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1  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore, 

2  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects 

3  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary 

4  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  discharge 

5  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications,  esti- 

6  mates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  con- 

7  struction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving 

8  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 

9  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc- 

10  tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 

11  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  cate- 

12  gory  approved  by  him:  Provided  further,  That  such  ap- 

13  proval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  proce¬ 
ll  dures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  sec- 

tion  1  (b)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950: 
1®  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  fore- 
1^  going  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its 
1®  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  maintenance, 
1®  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
^  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the 
^1  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after 
22  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 

no 

showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction  of 
each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban 
ZD  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by 
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modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  he  credited 
to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban, 
previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $30,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and 
(2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$27,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961: 
Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to 
the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and 
reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter 
funds  available  for  forest  highways  and  forest  development 
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roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular 
parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control 
facilities:  And  provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  he  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950. 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  AND  SO  FORTH 

Sec.  3.  (a)  National  Parks,  and  so  Forth. — For 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads 
and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monu¬ 
ment  approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 

H.  R.  9821 - 2 
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there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the  con¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access 
to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750) ,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961 :  Provided, 
That  the  location,  type  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges 
constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  he  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  10  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 
(64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unre¬ 
served  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Fed¬ 
eral  reservations  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
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ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30',  1961. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS,  AND 

SO  FORTH 

Sec.  5.  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  high¬ 
ways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date 
not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  re¬ 
quired:  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended 
two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  author¬ 
ized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged 
with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  au¬ 
thority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so  obli¬ 
gated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  author- 
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ized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall  have 
been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of 
final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and 
be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

RELATIONSHIP  OE  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS;  EFFECTIVE 

DATE 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable 
hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  7.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway 


Act  of  1958”. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


^vings.  Despite  these  advances,  Mr. 
Speaker,  study  after  study  has  shown 
tha^wo-thirds  of  our  older  people  are 
tryin^to  scrape  along  on  incomes  of  less 
than  $\,000  a  year.  A  recent  nation¬ 
wide  study  from  the  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  compared  the  amount  of  income 
received  bjNyPlder  persons  with  careful 
estimates  of  cost  of  living.  The  con¬ 
clusion  reacheckby  the  California  scien¬ 
tists  is  that  almost  one-half  of  our  older 
couples  and  abou\  three-fourths  of  our 
older  individuals  eta  not  have  enough 
income  to  live  at  a  njinimum  standard 
of  health  and  decency. 

In  October,  I  participated  in  some 
hearings  which  were  helck  as  part  of  a 
survey  of  Rhode  Island’s  programs  on 
aging.  This  study  directed  by  the 
special  staff  on  aging  in  theXOffice  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  bought 
together  the  leaders  in  aging  fromSfchat 
Department,  the  Department  of  Labor, 
Veterans’  Administration,  Federal  Horn 
ing  Administration,  and  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Administration.  A  report  of  their 
findings  and  recommendations  will  be 
available  by  the  end  of  this  month  and 
will  serve  as  a  useful  document  and  an 
excellent  example  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  cooperation. 

During  these  meetings  I  was  appalled 
to  learn  that  many  of  the  retired  work¬ 
ers  and  widows  in  my  own  State  do  not 
have  enough  income  to  pay  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  special  assessments  on  their 
homes,  for  medical  care,  or  even,  in  some 
cases,  for  transportation  to  attend  re¬ 
ligious  services  and  recreation  centers. 
We  are  living  in  an  economy  of  abun¬ 
dance;  the  output  of  our  total  produc¬ 
tive  machine  is  greater  than  that  of  any 
other  country  in  the  world.  I  feel  tl^at 
we  have  a  clear  obligation  to  bring  to¬ 
gether  the  experts  along  with  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  older  population  itself  to 
obtain  the  benefit  of'  their  thoughts  and 
advice  on  how,  we  can  remedy  the  finan¬ 
cial  situation  I  have  described. 

It  is  not  possible  to  explore  the  whole 
field  of  health  at  this  time,  but  I  do  wish 
to  point  out  that  something  like  three- 
fifths  of  our  older  people  are  suffering 
from  1  and  often  2  or  more  long-term 
illnesses  and  that  many  of  these  are  in 
desperate  need  of  medical  care.  Pooj 
health  accounts  for  more  than  one-half 
of  the  retirements  from  work  today  ./At 
the  same  time  these  seems  to  be  a  vising 
opinion  among  medical  people  and 
gerontologists  that  much  of  the/current 
disability  and  deterioration  among  older 
people  is  totally  unnecessary.  It  was 
recently  reported  to  me,  .for  example, 
that  in  1  of  our  Midwestern  States  the 
mental  hospitals  are  Sheltering  5,000 
older  people  who  are/there  merely  be¬ 
cause  their  communities  have  neglected 
them. 

I  am  told  in  sefme  countries  with  an 
older  populatima  similar  to  ours,  not  a 
single  hospital  has  been  built  since  the 
end  of  the  war.  There  are  even  empty 
beds  in  their  mental  hospitals.  What 
is  the  explanation  for  this  amazingly 
contrasting  situation?  Why  are  we  in 
this  country  asking  for  huge  appropria- 
t ions/to  build  more  mental  hospitals  for 
ouj/ aider  people?  Some  have  indicated 
tWat  special  hospital  services,  nursing 


care,  physical  and  occupational  therapy, 
housekeeping  help,  and  even  hot  meals 
are  being  provided  to  older  people  in 
their  own  homes. 

This  is  another  area  that  could  be  ex¬ 
plored  by  a  White  House  Conference  on 
Aging.  My  emphasis  thus  far  has  been 
on  the  financial  aspects  of  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  and  medical  care,  but  beyond  these 
there  are  very  important  humanitarian 
considerations.  Longer  years  of  living 
will  be  nothing  more  than  added  years 
of  misery  if  they  are  to  be  spent  in  sick¬ 
ness  and  in  progressive  decline  in  a  men¬ 
tal  hospital.  Our  older  citizens  want  to 
be  healthy  and  they  want  to  remain  in 
their  own  homes  and  communities.  We 
cannot  go  on  putting  them  out  of  sight 
in  any  convenient  storage  place. 

There  are  some  highly  significant  de¬ 
velopments  in  the  rehabilitation  and 
restoration  of  older  people  in  Illinois, 
Michigan,  Pennsylvania,  New  York,  and 
in  other  States.  The  experience  these 
places  are  having  can  and  should  be 
shared  with  other  professional  and  lay 
ieople  in  the  State  conferences  and  in 
the  White  House  Conference  on  Aging 
caned  for  in  the  bill  I  am  introducing. 

ch  of  the  progress  we  hope  will  b 
madehn  improving  the  health  and  oth/r 
circumstances  of  older  people  depends 
upon  further  research.  A  good  deal  of 
research  iaSaeing  done — on  medica/ prob¬ 
lems  and  tnh  aging  process,  on  .methods 
of  rehabilitation,  on  the  psy/nologieal 
and  sociological: actors  in  aging,-  on  the 
characteristics  onmlder  jwoykers,  and  on 
other  problems.  rhelieWmy  colleagues 
will  agree  that)  St  unimportant  to  bring 
some  of  tjaese  research/workers  together 
in  a _  'yvhute  House  Conference  on  Aging 
:Snd  ask  them  to  suggest  how  we  may 
speed  up  the  progress  of  research,  for  I 
believe  that  the/increase  in\he  number 
of  older  people  and  in  their  problems  is 
outstripping /he  discovery  of  knowledge 
and  the  development  of  program^of  ac¬ 
tion. 

Now  1/should  like  to  return  to  the\im 
portant  matter  of  housing.  In  1952,  Ve 
mad / an  intensive  study  of  the  housin 
circumstances  and  needs  among  the 
ojaer  people  of  Rhode  Island.  One  of 
e  tragic  conclusions  reached  by  the 
Study  Commission  was  that  33  percent  of 
our  older  people  are  without  central 
heating  in  their  homes  and  that  27  per¬ 
cent  are  forced  to  live  in  housing  that  is 
grossly  substandard  in  other  respects. 
More  than  one-fourth  of  Rhode  Island’s 
older  population  are  living  in  homes  that 
are  dilapidated  or  without  elemental 
sanitary  facilities. 

Among  those  who  are  trying  to  live  on 
public  assistance,  the  situation  is  almost 
twice  as  bad  for  some  53  percent  of  these 
were  found  in  dilapidated  housing  or 
lacking  the  basic  sanitary  facilities. 
And  let  me  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  as  a  society  are  fostering  this  kind  of 
living.  Every  time  a  public  assistance 
grant  is  made  to  cover  the  rent  of  an 
older  person  living  in  a  dilapidated  or 
unsanitary  dwelling  we  are  subsidizing 
the  continued  existence  of  that  dwelling. 

The  picture  I  have  been  describing  is 
that  of  my  own  State  of  Rhode  Island. 
I  wish  that  I  could  assure  my  colleagues 
here  in  the  House  that  the  older  people 
in  their  own  districts  are  living  more 


comfortably.  I  cannot  do  so.  The  • 
figures  that  I  have  cited  for  my  own  ./ 
State  parallel  very  closely  those  reported*' 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  for  the 
country  as  a  whole.  Decent  housing/for 
our  senior  citizens  is  a  nationwide /feed. 

Yet,  I  have  not  presented  tli/  total 
housing  problem  by  any  means/  What 
I  have  described  is  merely  the  physical 
characteristics  of  the  places  our  older 
people  are  forced  to  call  thffir  homes.  I 
have  said  nothing  about  the  tremendous 
loneliness  and  isolation -of  large  propor¬ 
tions  of  our  aged  couples  and  particu¬ 
larly  of  the  millions  jm  older  people  who 
are  widowed  or  who'were  never  married. 

During  recent/ears  there  have  been 
significant  experiments  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  both/community  and  institu¬ 
tional  housing  for  older  people.  No 
systematic/ studies  have  been  under¬ 
taken,  as/iar  as  I  know,  on  the  extent 
to  whieda  these  various  kinds  of  housing 
and  living  arrangements  are  meeting 
the  heeds  of  the  older  people  who  are 
living  in  them.  I  consider  it  to  be  of 
~/st  importance  that  the  people  wjib 
re  having  the  experience  w with  -  this 
housing  should  be  brought  together  to 
share  with  others  j  thb1  knowledge  they 
are  gaining  apd  <tt>  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  broad  programs  of  action. 

Earlier  I  spoke  about  our  wasteful 
/philcies  regarding  the  utilization  of 
i 1  middle-aged  and  older  workers  and  I 
believe  this  matter  is  of  utmost  impor¬ 
tance.  At  the  same  time  we  must  rec¬ 
ognize  that  the  majority  of  our  older 
people  will  have  to  look  elsewhere  for 
their  principal  satisfactions  of  living. 

Some  60  percent,  or  about  4  million, 
of  our  older  men  and  90  percent,  or 
about  7  million,  of  our  older  women  are 
not  working  and  are  not  likely  to  work 
again  unless  it  is  in  some  form  of  part- 
time  employment.  These  people,  all 
past  the  age  of  65,  by  and  large,  have 
ended  their  work  careers.  These  11 
million  men  and  women  and  a  good 
many  more  below  the  age  of  65  repre¬ 
sent  the  achievement  of  longer  life; 
they  are  people  whose  lives  have  been 
.extended  beyond  the  period  in  which 
mey  made  their  principal  contributions 
toXsociety.  It  is  they  who  helped  build 
thetaountry  and  to  whom  we  owe  a  great 
deal. 

The  Vagedy  is  that  we  have  not  found 
new  ways  in  which  they  can  be  useful 
and  enjoyVthe  satisfactions  of  belong¬ 
ing  and  serf-sufficiency.  Our  tendency 
has  been  to  spt  them  aside  and  to  ig¬ 
nore  them  wnta  we  should  have  been 
providing  new  Opportunities  through 
which  they  could\be  useful.  We  have, 
in  short,  created  longer  life  and  more 
years  in  retirement,  without  making 
them  self-sufficient  \nd  meaningful 
years. 

This,  Mr.  Speaker,  represents  to  me 
the  great  tragedy  of  agingX  Social  iso¬ 
lation,  lonesomeness,  and  inactivity  lead 
to  physical  and  mental  deterioration 
and  dependency.  Unless  we  d\  some¬ 
thing  about  it,  I  am  convinced  that  we 
shall  have  an  enormous  amount  of 
physical  and  mental  breakdown  which, 
will  fill  our  hospitals  and  old-age  hornes 
to  overflowing  and  a  growing  population 
of  embittered  older  people. 
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TheNmost  hopeful  aspect  of  this  situa¬ 
tion  is  chat  older  people  themselves,  for 
the  most-part,  do  want  to  be  active  and 
useful.  Irka  few  places  where  evening 
schools  andSlibraries  are  providing  spe¬ 
cial  programsNfor  them,  older  people  are 
taking  advantage  of  them.  Activity- 
centers  are  beiW  set  up  around  the 
country  and  are  doing  a  thriving  busi¬ 
ness  in  education,  T^rts  and  crafts,  and 
recreation — all  of  ■fohich  are  keeping 
older  people  healthy  and  happy.  Here 
and  there  the  olderV  citizens  have 
created  work  opportunities  for  them¬ 
selves.  Several  cities  report  that  older 
people  have  organized  themselves  and 
offered  their  services  as  voluntary  con¬ 
tributions  to  their  community 

These  are  all  good  signs  but  know 
too  little  about  them  and  their  spread  is 
altogether  too  slow.  A  White  House 
Conference  on  Aging  could  bring  To¬ 
gether  those  who  are  providing  these  o] 
portunities,  together  with  the  experts  or?« 
aging  and  representative  older  people. 
From  them  we  should  rightfully  expect 
clear  conclusions  and  recommendations 
as  to  the  lines  of  action  which  offer 
promise  of  making  the  later  years  worth¬ 
while  for  all  of  our  older  people. 

I  should  like  also  to  mention  the  need 
for  trained  personnel  to  work  in  many 
different  capacities  with  our  older  peo¬ 
ple.  Old  age  is  a  special  period  of  life 
and  there  is  general  agreement  that 
special  training  is  required  for  those  who 
are  going  to  work  with  the  aging  and 
'aged.  This  is  true  in  the  health  services, 
in  employment  counseling,  in  adult  edu¬ 
cation  and  recreation,  and  in  the  ad; 
ministration  of  institutions  which  mil 
ister  to  the  needs  of  the  elderly. 

Let  me  give  you  one  example,  Mr. 
Speaker.  There  are  about  25,000  h/mes 
for  the  aged  and  nursing  homes  in  the 
United  States  and  they  are  housin/  more 
than  500,000  older  people.  Yet/ to  the 
best  of  my  knowledge,  there  is/not  one 
bona  fide  training  program  in  /he  coun¬ 
try  through  which  the  administrators 
of  these  homes  can  receive  adequate 
.preparation  for  their  jobs./'  Perhaps  I 
should  remind  my  colleagues  here  in  the 
House  that  many  of  us  /fiave  relatives 
and  that  all  of  us  have  9bnstituents  liv¬ 
ing  in  these  institutions  for  the  aged, 
and,  even  further,  that  many  of  us  may 
find  ourselves  in  one  pi  them  before  we 
are  done  with  life. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  submit  it  is  very  im¬ 
portant  that  we  /bring  together  in  a 
White  House  Conference  on  Aging  those 
who  are  competent  to  develop  the  spec¬ 
ifications  for  tf/  training  programs  re¬ 
quired  and  to  develop  recommendations 
as  to  where  ^nd  how  they  may  best  be 
provided. 

Within  these  few  minutes  I  think  I 
have  made  out  a  case  for  asking  the 
President/ to  call  a  national  conference 
on  aging,  it  is  8  years  since  the  first 
conference  on  aging  was  held.  Consid¬ 
erable/experience  has  been  gained  in 
the  interval  and  many  additional  or¬ 
ganisations  and  individuals  have  entered 
the/field  of  aging.  I  am  certain  there 
would  be  great  value  in  providing  them 
opportunity  to  come  together,  first  in 
keir  own  States  and  then  in  a  national 
forum,  to  take  stock  of  where  we  are 
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and  where  we  should  be  going.  TThe 
first  conference  on  aging  stimulated  a 
good  deal  of  activity.  A  White  Aouse 
conference  would  stimulate  moi/,  and 
it  cannot  come  too  quickly. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,/!  rise  to 
compliment  the  distinguished,  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  for  introducing 
this  bill  to  provide  for  a  White  House 
Conference  on  Aging  in  19/8.  His  pro¬ 
posal  has  great  merit  an/  he  is  to  be  1 
commended  for  generating  interest  and  j 
feeling  in  this  important  matter. 

As  chairman  of  th/  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  for  thp  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  Congress-  ■ 
man  Fogarty,  is  /ne  of  the  best  in-  j 
formed  Members  iff  this  body  on  the 
problems  of  agin£  citizens  in  the  fields  j 
of  health  and  w/lfare.  His  long  experi-  ! 
ence  as  a  committee  member  has  given 
him  a  thorough  knowledge  in  these  mat¬ 
ters.  He  has/been  singled  out  and  hon-  | 
?red  many  / time  by  great  American 
salth  an/  medical  organisations  for 
thfe  time  /id  effort  he  has  expended  in  ] 
theXjeld pi  health,  education,  and  wel¬ 
fare. 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island, 
[Mr.  FobiARTY]  has  pointed  out  that  the 
problems  of  our  senior  citizens  are  mani¬ 
fold/  One  Iff  them  is  the  housing  prob¬ 
lem  In  thevlast  session  I  filed  a  bill, 
h/r.  4084,  tcN-amend  the  United  States 
musing  Act  of’ 193 7  to  establish  a  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  housing  of  elderly  persons 
/of  low  income.  The  States  cannot  solve 
this  problem  alone,  tan  my  own  State  of 
Massachusetts  the  housing  for  the  aged 
program  is  completely^  State  proposi¬ 
tion,  but  there  is  a  needNfor  many  more 
housing  units  than  the  State  can  pro¬ 
vide.  An  adequate  number  of  decent, 
safe,  sanitary  housing  units,  for  low- 
income  elderly  persons  is  a  challenging 
problem  that  increases  with  tne  years 
as  the  number  of  our  senior  citizens 
grows. 

I  certainly  hope  that  the  Banking  ^md 
Currency  Committee  will  give  serious 
consideration  to  my  housing  for  th< 
elderly  bill  and  that  this  problem  be 
given  serious  study  by  a  White  House 
Conference  on  Aging  as  proposed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  Con¬ 
gressman  Fogarty.  His  suggestion  for 
such  a  conference  on  aging  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  one.  We  must  amass  the  thinking, 
suggestions,  and  experience  of  people 
who  are  now  working  in  the  health  and 
welfare  fields  all  over  the  country.  Only 
in  this  way  can  we  get  to  the  crux  of  the 
problems  facing  elderly  citizens.  By 
means  of  such  a  conference  we  can  merge 
the  best  ideas  into  a  well-integrated  pro¬ 
gram  to  assist  in  solving  the  difficult 
problems  that  our  elderly  citizens  are 
now  faced  with. 


FEDERAL  AID  FOR  STATE  PRIMARY 
AND  SECONDARY  ROADS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fallon]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  to¬ 
day  introducing  a  bill  to  continue  in  fis¬ 
cal  years  1960  and  1961  the  long-estab¬ 


lished  programs  of  Federal  aid  for  State 
primary  and  secondary  roads  and  their 
urban  extensions,  as  well  as  Federal 
funds  for  the  so-called  public-land  roads. 

This  is  the  regular  biennial  authori¬ 
zation  measure  for  this  purpose.  The  bill 
itself  is  relatively  simple  in  scope  and 
does  not  seek  to  deal  with  the  more  com¬ 
plex  and  controversial  subjects  associ¬ 
ated  with  Federal  aid  for  the  vast  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System. 

The  bill  includes  no  departures  from 
established  policy. 

It  recognizes  the  declaration  of  intent 
of  the  House  as  expressed  in  the  last 
highway  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  in 
April  1956. 

Here  are  the  words: 

Recognizing  it  to  be  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est  to  foster  and  accelerate  the  construction 
of  a  safe  and  efficient  system  of  Federal  aid 
highways  in  each  State,  it  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  the  intent  of  Congress  progressively  to 
increase  the  annual  sums  herein  authorized, 
for  construction  of  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  and  secondary  systems  and  ap¬ 
proved  extensions  thereof  in  urban  areas,  by 
amounts  which  in  each  succeeding  year  shall 
provide  an  increase  over  the  total  amounts 
authorized  for  each  immediately  preceding 
year  of  not  less  than  $25  million,  commenc¬ 
ing  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  continuing  such  progression  in  each  of 
the  succeeding  fiscal  years,  through  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

In  accordance  with  this  expression  of 
the  House,  and  also  in  accordance  with 
action  on  authorizations  taken  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  my  bill 
provides  that  the  Federal  aid  for  these 
systems  be  increased  from  the  present 
level  of  $875  million  to  $900  million  in 
I960;  and  a  further  similar  acceleration 
in  1961,  increasing  the  total  authoriza¬ 
tion  to  $925  million  for  that  fiscal  year. 

This  is  a  mild  upward  adjustment  in 
the  exact  amount  suggested  by  the  House 
in  the  Highway  Act  of  1956.  I  trust  it 
will  encounter  no  serious  objections. 

The  entire  purpose  of  the  bill  itself  is 
to  continue  the  equal  matching  of  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  funds  to  produce  improved 
rural  roads  and  city  streets  which  are 
part  of  the  designated  Federal-aid  sys¬ 
tems.  Most  all  of  the  work  is  done  under 
the  competitive  contract  method  and  a 
very  high  proportion  of  the  funds  ex¬ 
pended,  often  over  90  percent,  goes  into 
actual  construction,  exclusive  of  advance 
engineering  and  right-of-way. 

I  need  not  emphasize,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
importance  of  modern-designed  roads 
and  streets  to  human  safety.  I  would 
like,  however,  to  underscore  the  essen¬ 
tiality  of  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
highways  as  feeders  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense  expressways  which  we  are  now 
building  across  the  country.  Those 
mighty  arteries  will  lose  much  of  their 
,utility  and  strategic  value  if  they  are 
not  interconnected  with  a  web  of  ade¬ 
quate  primary  and  secondary  roads.  Eco¬ 
nomically,  the  construction  provided  by 
the  so-called  ABC  roads  is  the  soundest 
that  can  be  found  in  the  field  of  public 
works.  The  projects  are  scattered 
through  practically  every  city,  county, 
and  village  in  the  United  States.  Nearly 
$1,800  million  in  Federal  and  State 
money  is  invested  each  year  and  it  goes 
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into  the  right  places  for  maximum  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  Nation’s  economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  that  this  bill  will 
move  quickly  through  committee  chan¬ 
nels  and  have  the  early  consideration  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  have  listened 
with  great  interest  to  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland,  whom  I 
consider  to  be  an  outstanding  authority 
in  the  Congress  on  the  subject  he  has 
discussed,  not  confining  him  to  that  sub¬ 
ject,  but  particularly  on  the  subject  he 
has  discussed.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  aware  of  the  method  of  alloca¬ 
tion  of  mileage  under  the  existing  high¬ 
way  system. 

In  the  last  allocation  of  twenty-one- 
hundred-and-some-odd  miles  all  New 
England  got  was  10  miles.  Other  States 
got  very  few  miles.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  committee  intend  to  look  into 
that? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  may  say  to  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts,  that  a  report  has  come 
to  my  desk  today  from  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  explaining  just  how  the 
mileage  was  allocated.  I  took  a  very 
hurried  glance  at  it  in  order  to  get  an 
idea  of  what  it  was.  I  am  not  sure  that 
I  understand  the  report,  but  it  is  the 
plan  of  our  committee  to  invite  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  come  before  us  in 
the  very  near  future  and  ask  him  to  go 
further  into  a  detailed  explanation  of 
just  what  he  means  in  the  statement 
sent  us  today. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  too  received  a 
letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

I  must  say  it  was  most  difficult  for  me 
to  understand  his  letter  to  me. 

May  I  ask  our  friend  if  he  will  permit 
representatives  of  the  several  States  of 
the  Union  who  desire  to  do  so  to  appear 
before  his  committee  and  testify? 

Mr.  FALLON.  As  always,  I  may  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  we 
would  be  very  happy  to. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  And  that  also  in¬ 
cludes  Members  of  Congress. 

Mr.  FALLON.  And  the  Members  of' 
Congress. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  want  to  notify 
my  friend  that  I  will  be  glad  to  be  there, 
because  I  am  wholly  dissatisfied  with  the 
allocation  that  was  made. 

I  think  a  number  of  States  have  been 
discriminated  against.  This  opens  up 
the  whole  question  of  whether  or  not  we 
should  continue  the  present  allocation 
under  law  or  whether  another  one  should 
be  put  in  operation.  I  am  satisfied  now, 
however,  with  the  statement  of  my  good 
friend  from  Maryland.  My  primary  pur¬ 
pose,  however,  was  to  compliment  him 
for  the  bill  he  has  introduced  and  for  the 
remarks  he  has  made. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  has  expired. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
his  time  may  be  extended  1  minute  to 
answer  a  question. 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  ROGEIRS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  fine  state¬ 
ment  and  also  join  my  colleague  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack]  in  requesting  more  mileage 
for  Massachusetts.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  and  the  other 
Members  of  the  House  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  are  anxious  to  have  more  miles 
allocated  to  our  great  Commonwealth. 

In  connection  with  this  great  high¬ 
way  program  it  is  startling  to  realize 
that  we  do  not  have  even  a  cold  war 
against  death  and  injury  on  the  high¬ 
ways  today.  I  suggest  that  Members 
lay  the  groundwork  for  a  hot  war 
against  unnecessary  death  on  the  high¬ 
way.  Just  look  at  the  figures.  They 
are  startling.  We  fight  against  having 
war  between  nations,  but  we  are  not 
fighting  against  one  of  the  greatest 
killers  in  our  own  country  today:  ac¬ 
cidents  on  our  highways.  I  know  the 
gentleman  is  interested  in  that. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  agree  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  lady  from  Massachusetts. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts. 
Our  country’s  most  precious  possession 
is  its  youth,  yet  that  segment  of  our 
country’s  wealth,  our  youth,  is  the  place 
where  the  greatest  toll  is  taken  by  acci¬ 
dents  of  this  character.  We  must  make 
a  real  effort  to  check  these  shocking 
deaths  on  our  highways. 


THE  RUSSIANS  HAVj0v.IT— WE  HAVE 
NO/ 

The  SPEAKER.  /Under  previous  order 
of  the  House,  the- ‘'gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  addressed  the  jHouse. 
His  remaps  will  appear  hereafter  in. the 
Appendix.] 

LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

Jy  unanimous  consent  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to  Mr.  Dies  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  Dowdy)  indefinitely  on 
account  of  illness. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  Orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Fogarty,  for  20  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Fallon,  for  5  minutes  today. 

Mr.  Hoffman,  for  5  minutes  today. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  pel-mission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  x-emarks, 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Teller  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Multer)  and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Anfuso  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Multer)  in  three  instances  and  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Multer  in  five  instances,  in  each 
to  include  exti’aneous  mattei-. 
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Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  in  five 
nstances,  in  each  to  include  extraneous 
natter. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois  in  two  instances, 
n  each  to  include  related  matter. 

Mr.  Selden  and  include  a  magazine/ 
article  notwithstanding  it  exceeds  tt 
imit  and  is  estimated  by  the  gi 
Printer  to  cost  $182.80. 

Mr.  Hemphill  in  three  instances,  in 
?ach  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Yates  (at  the  request'  of  Mr. 
Reuss)  and  to  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Brooks  of  Texas  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Reuss).  / 

Mr.  Reuss  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Keogh  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Cel- 
pER)  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Celler  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous'  matter, 
i  Mr.  McGov/rn  and  to  include  an  edi¬ 
torial. 

Mr.  Boy^e  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Breeding  in  two  instances  and  to 
include'extraneous  matter, 
j  Mr,/  Madden  and  to  include  a  resolu¬ 
tion. 

:  /Mr.  Vinson  in  reference  to  a  state¬ 
ment  made  on  January  5  relating  to  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  system. 

Mr.  Gathings. 

Mr.  Kilday  and  to  include  an  address. 
Mr.  Winstead  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Rhodes  of  Pennsylvania  in  five  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous 
{matter. 

**  Mr.  Walter  and  to  include  an  editorial 
from  the  Saturday  Evening  Post. 

Mr.  Haley  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Natcher  in  three  instances  and  to 
include  editorials. 

Mr.  Lane  on  ex-Representative  George 
D.  O’Brien. 

Mr.  Lane  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Saylor  in  three  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Beamer  in  seven  instances  and  to 
include  editorials. 

Mr.  Younger  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Reed  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

r.  Jensen  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mrk  St.  George  and  to  include  a  letter. 

Mi-s/Green  of  Oregon  in  five  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Hade  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  BECKEkin  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Widnall  a>pd  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Wilson  of  6^1ifomia  (at  the  re^ 
quest  of  Mr.  Arends)  and  to  include  a 
speech  by  Admiral  Burke. 

Mr.  Hillings  (at  thV  request  of  Mr. 
Arends)  in  five  instances^nd  to  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Scherer  in  two  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin  in  ’teree  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Auchincloss. 

Mr.  Ray  in  three  instances  and  t(\jn- 
clude  extraneous  matter. 
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Mr.  Bentley  in  three  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mi*.  Rhodes  of  Arizona  in  three  in¬ 
stances  atid  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Keating  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Springer  and  to  include  two  edi¬ 
torials. 

Mr.  Mack  of 'Washing  ton  in  five  in¬ 
stances  and  to  infcjude  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  Berry  in  four  "instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Patterson  in  five'^mstances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matte) 

Mr.  Neal  in  two  instan&^s  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Dixon  in  two  instancesVnd  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Momma  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Chamberlain  and  to  include  e\tra- 
neous  matter. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Kansas  and  to  inclu? 
an  editorial. 

Mr.  Collier  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  H.  Carl  Andersen  in  two  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Rees  of  Kansas  in  two  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Van  Zandt. 

Mr.  Doyle  in  four  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Bailey  and  to  include  a  summari¬ 
zation  of  certain  economic  problems. 

Mr.  Johnson  in  four  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter.  «• 

Mr.  Hagen  in  four  instances  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Boland  at  that  point  in  the  Record 
immediately  following  remarks  made  by 
Mr.  Fogarty. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Mississippi  in  five  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Aspinall  in  four  instances  and  in 
each  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Loser  in  four  instances  and  in  each 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Gray  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Derounian  and  to  include  an  edi¬ 
torial. 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  in  three  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Hoffman  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  in  two  instances  and 
to  include  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  Thornberry  (at  the  request  of 
McCormack)  in  five  instances  and/ to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Dingell  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
McCormack)  in  four  instances  and  in  two 
instances  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  (at  the/request  of 
Mr.  McCormack)  in  five  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matjier. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  (at  the 
request  of  Mr.  McCormack)  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Tuck  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cormack)  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  McCormack  in  three  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Wilson' of  California  immediately 
following  ttye  eulogies  on  the  late  Augus¬ 
tine  Kelli 

Mr.  AjjtF.NF.THY  in  two  instances. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
a  further  mark  of  respect  to  the  memory 
of  our  departed  colleague,  I  move  that 
the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord¬ 
ingly  (at  1  o’clock  and  26  minutes  p.  m.) , 
the  House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Thursday,  January  9,  1958. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu¬ 
tive  communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  and  referred  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

[Omitted,  from  the  Record  of  January  7, 
1958] 

1332.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  Executive  Office  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  relative  to  reporting  that  the  appro¬ 
priation  to  the  National  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  for  Aeronautics  for  “Salaries  and 
expenses”  for  the  fiscal  year  1958,  has  been 
reapportioned  on  a  basis  which  indicates 
he  necessity  for  a  supplemental  or  de¬ 
ficiency  appropriation,  pursuant  to  section 
367^.of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended; 
to  tN.  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
[Submitted  January  8,  1958.] 

1418.  A.  letter  from  the  Administrator, 
Federal  Crvil  Defense  Administration,  trans¬ 
mitting  the\27th  report  on  property  acquisi¬ 
tions  for  thesnuarter  ending  September  30, 
1957,  pursuanKto  the  Federal  Civil/Defense 
Act  of  1950;  td\,the  Committee  /n  Armed 
Services. 

1419.  A  letter  fi’toi  the  Acting  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  ar report  on  the 
number  of  officers  in  she  Cojtfst  Guard  above 
the  rank  of  lieutenantNcoreftnander  who  are 
authorized  to  receive  fligSf  pay;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services* 

1420.  A  letter  from  /he  feting  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  transmitting  >he  annual  re¬ 
port  pertaining  to  the  Puertc^Jiican  hurri¬ 
cane  relief  loans, /pursuant  toNPublic  Law 
692,  84th  Congress;  to  the  Comqjilttee  on 
Agriculture. 

1421.  A  letter  from  the  ArchivisiAof  the 
United  Stated  transmitting  a  report  Oh  lists 
or  schedules  covering  records  propose®,  for 
disposal  yy  certain  Government  agencies, 
pursuan/ to  the  act  approved  July  6,  19' 
(59  Stan  434);  to  the  Committee  on  House 
Administration. 

14S2.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Postmaster 
General,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed 
legislation  entitled  “A  bill  to  amend  that 
part  of  the  act  of  June  9,  1896  (29  Stat.  313) , 
’relating  to  the  establishment  of  postal  sta¬ 
tions  and  branch  post  offices,  so  as  to  permit 
them  to  be  established  within  10  miles  of 
the  boundary  of  the  adjoining  city”;  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

1423.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  entitled  “A  bill  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  to  establish  and  de¬ 
velop  certain  installations  for  the  national 
security,  and  for  other  purposes”;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1424.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Federal 
Maritime  Board  and  Maritime  Administra¬ 
tion,  transmitting  the  annual  report  of  the 
Federal  Maritime  Board  and  Maritime  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  the  fiscal  year  1957;  to  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fish¬ 
eries. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXH,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows; 


By  Mr.  ANFUSO: 

H.  R.  9812.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Soil  Ban^ 
Act  to  discontinue  the  acreage  reserve  prp 
gram;  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  BAILEY: 

H.  R.  9813.  A  bill  to  impose  a  duty  ail  the 
importation  of  residual  fuel  oil;  to  tl/  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  BREEDING: 

H.  R.  9814.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1938  to  allow  acreage  planted  to 
the  1958  crop  of  winter  whe/t  in  excess  of 
wheat  acreage  allotments  to  be  considered 
in  establishing  such  allotments  for  the  fu¬ 
ture;  to  the  Committee  9^  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  BYRD:, 

H.  R.  9815.  A  bill  to/mpose  a  duty  on  the 
importation  of  residual  fuel  oil;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ways  anc/Means. 

H.  R.  9816.  A  bi/ to  amend  the  Tariff  Act 
of  1930  to  transfer  natural  gas  from  the  free 
list  to  the  dutiable  list;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Meafts. 

By  Mi/ SELLER: 

H.  R.  98LT  A  bill  relating  to  venue  in  tax 
refund  s/its  by  corporations;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  Oh  the  Judiciary. 

H.  r/9818.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  judge  advocates  and  law  special¬ 
ist  is  nicer  s  for  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and 
Cjaast  Guard,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  CHENOWETH : 

H.  R.  9819.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  to  allow  acre¬ 
age  planted  to  the  1958  crop  of  winter  wheat 
in  excess  of  wheat  acreage  allotments  to  be 
considered  in  establishing  such  allotments 
for  the  future;  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

By  Mr.  DELANEY : 

H.  R.  9820.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  introduc¬ 
tion,  or  manufacture  for  introduction,  into 
interstate  commerce  of  switchblade  knives, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate-  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  FALLON: 

H.  R.  9821.  A  bill  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  contin¬ 
uing  the  construction  of  highways;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  FOGARTY : 

H.  R.  9822.  A  bill  to  provide  for  holding  a 
White  House  Conference  on  Aging  to  be 
called  by  the  President  of  the  United  States 
before  December  31,  1958,  to  be  planned  and 
conducted  by  the  Special  Staff  on  Aging  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  with  the  assistance 
and  cooperation  of  other  agencies  of  that 
department  and  of  other  Departments  and 
Agencies  represented  on  the  Federal  Council 
on  j\ging;  to  assist  the  several  States  in  con¬ 
ducting  similar  conferences  on  aging  prior  to 
the  White  House  Conference  on  Aging;  and 
for  related  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on 
EducatiorMmd  Labor. 

By  Mn  HALE: 

H.  R.  9823.  >A  bill  to  amend  the  War  Or¬ 
phan’s  Educational  Assistance  Act  of  1956  to 
provide  educational  benefits  thereunder  to 
the  children  of  members  of  the  United  States 
Navy  who  were  kilied  while  on  convoy  duty 
in  1941;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HALEY  fby  request)  : 

H.  R.  9824.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  a  roll  of  members  of  the  Quapaw 
Tribe  and  to  provide  for  pe\  capita  distribu¬ 
tion  of  funds  arising  from  ascertain  judg¬ 
ment  in  favor  of  such  tribe;  td\the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affafi 

By  Mr.  HAYS  of  Arkansas: 

H.  R.  9825.  A  bill  to  revise  the  Fechwal  elec¬ 
tion  laws,  to  prevent  corrupt  practices  in 
Federal  elections,  and  for  other  purpMes;  to 
the  Committee  on  House  Administrations 

By  Mr.  HEMPHILL: 

H.  R.  9826.  A  bill  to  amend  section  27 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1920;  to  the' 
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d  bill  to  facilitate  insurance  of  farm  ownership  and  soil  and  water  conserva-' 
loans. 
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JBQSISS. 


1. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL. 
10Q81,  pp.  2381-2409 


Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 


Agre< 


to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Whitten,  by  a  vote  of  120  to  57,  to  provide  $250  million  additional 
instead \f  $175  million,  for  the  acreage  reserve  program  for  1958  crops, 
pp.  2398-2405 

By  Rep, 'Laird,  as  amended  by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Taber,  by  a  vote  of  137 
to  17,  to  provide  that  no  part  of  the  appropriation  shall  be  usee  to  authorize 
compensation  to  any  one  individual  or  corporate  participant  in  cixcess  of 
$3,000.  pp.  2405-09 


Rejected  an  amendm^it  by  Rep,  Reuss  (as  a  substitute  for  the  above  amendment 
by  Rep.  Laird)  to  provide  that  no  part  of  the  appropriations  shall  be  used  to 
formulate,  administer^  or  implement  an  acreage-reserve  program  which  would  re¬ 
sult  in  total  compensation  being  paid  to  any  one  participant  in  excess  of 
$3,000.  pp.  2407-09  Appoint  of  order  by  Rep.  Taber^/which  would  have 
stricken  out  the  provision,  for  additional  funds  for  fhe  acreage  reserve  program 
for  1958  crops,  was  overruled,  pp.  2397-98 


2.  ONIONS  FUTURES;  MARKETING  FACILITIES.  The  Rules  p6mmittee  reported  resolutions 
for  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  376,  to  prohibit/trading  in  onion  futures  in 
commodity  exchanges  .  >V  and  H.  R^/4504,  to  encourage  the  improve¬ 

ment  and  development  *  of  marketing  facilities /for  handling  perishable  commodities 

pp.  2U10,  2U29 


3.  CORN.  The  Agriculture  Committee  report ^d/without  amendment  H.  R.  10843,  to  per- 
mit  soil  bank  payments  to  certain  producers  who  exceed  their  corn  acreage 
allotments  (H.  Rept.  1382),  and  H.  R.  ,10316,  to  exclude  Ottawa  County,  Mich., 
from  the  commercial  corn- producing  area  (H.NRept.  1383) .  p.  2429 


4.  FOREST  RECREATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  AflEairs  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  846,  to  establish  a>^Jational  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review 
Commission  to  study  outdoor  recjfeation  resources  of  public  lands  (H.  Rept. 
1386).  p.  2429 


5.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  with  amendment  H.  R.  9821,  to 

authorize  appropriations  for  the  construction  of  highways  under  the  Federal  Aid 
Road  Act  for  1960  and  1961.  p,  D140 


6.  PAY  RAISES.  The  Post  C)£fice  and  Civil  Service  Committee  Approved  with  amendment 
H.  R.  9999,  to  provide  pay  increases  for  classified  employees^  p.  D140 
The  "Daily  Digest  states  the  Committee  action  as  follows: 


"Approved  legislation  increasing  salaries  of  postal  employees,\Federal 
employees  p^ld  under  the  schedules  of  the  Classification  Act  of 
certain  employees  of  the  judicial  branch,  employees  of  the  legislative 
branch,  a/d  employees  of  the  Medical  Division  of  the  Veterans'  Adm^is- 
tration, 


"In' general,  Hw  R.  9999,  concerning  salary  increases  fot  employees-  paic 
und^x  the  Classification  Act  of  1949  and  other  groups  of  employees,  pro¬ 
ves  for  increases  ranging  from  10.5  percent  (first  step  GS-4)  to  12.5  pe) 
;nt  in  GS-18,  with  a  $18,000  ceiling.  The  increases  would  be  effective 
August  25,  1957.,, 


> 
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pv^blic  works  and  defense  projects,  pp.  3072-5,  3129-56,  3160,  3161-4.  Sen./ 
Marvsfield  urged  extension  of  the  Wool  Act  and  wheat  price  supports  at  no  lees 
thairy$2  a  bushel  to  aid  ranchers  (p,  3075).  Sen.  Murray  inserted  a  letter 
from  Pres.  Patton  of  the  Farmers'  Union  urging  that  his  recommendations,/ 
includrmj  "immediate  reversal  of  the  Benson-Eisenhower  farm  policies"  be  car¬ 
ried  out\  and  charged  that  "The  deliberately  planned  deflation  of  agriculture 
has  becomey^an  unplanned  deflation  of  the  whole  economy."  (pp.  3130-/). 

Sen.  Humphrey  stated  that  farm  operators'  net  income  was  falling  and  criti¬ 
cized  the  Secretary  for  proposing  to  reduce  price  supports  (p.  3147).  Sen. 
Humphrey  criticized  reduction  in  the  1959  budget  for  agriculture/ price 
supports ,  soil  apd  water  conservation,  rural  electrification,  and 
(p.  3149).  \  / 

Sen.  Humphrey  iKserted  a  resolution  of  a  Minn.  Farmers'  Union  local 
Congress  to  restoreN^arm  prices  to  a  "full  parity  level."  /p.  3076 

passed  over,/ 

PURCHASING.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  TalmadgvS.  5,  to  prevent  the  allocation 
of  Government  contracts  to  areas  designated  labor-surplus  or  depressed  areas, 
p.  3118 


FHA  loans 


urging 


MONOPOLY.  Received  from  the  judiciary  Committee  a  report,  "Acitivites  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Antitrust  and'Monopoly--1957"  (S./Rept.  1345).  p.  3077 


8.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  1086,  granting  the 
consent  of  Congress  to  a  Bear  Rivei^  compact  between  Idaho,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

PP< 


This  ^bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President 


9.  FAlU  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  a  stu< 
serted  were  being  set  aside  in  many  are* 


3091-2 


10. 


LI. 


ELECTRIFICATION;  RECLAMATION, 
of  the  Nat’l  Hells  Canyon 
Brownlee  dam  and  build  a  hi 
would  be  profitable  for  bo 


L2. 


the  fair-trade  laws,  which  he  as- 
p.  3100 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sena#  Murray,  Potter,  Yarborough,  Long,  Malone,  and  Thye  commended 
Sen.  El  lender  for  his  speech  in  rebuttal  to ''a  Saturday  Evening  Post  article 
on  public  works  programs,  pp.  31}/2-13,  3156 


>en.  Morse  inserte'd  a  speech  by  the  President 
urging  that  the  Federal  Government  acquire 
dam  in  Hells  Canyon  and  contending  that  this 
the  Government  and  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  pp.  3156-7 


INFORMATION.  Received  from  the  U.  S.  Advisory  Commission  on  Information  an 
annual  report  for  1957 /p.  3075),  which  was  commended  by\Sens.  Mundt ,  Humphrey, 
and  Smith  of  N.  J. ,  and  inserted  in  the  record  (pp.  3092-9). 

Sen.  Johnson  announced  the  intention  to  consider  the 
appropriation  bill  Mon.,  March  10,  followed  by  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  housing  bill.  He  hoped  the  Public  Works  committee  would  report  a 
road  bill  by  March  15,  followed  by  a  public  works  measure. 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
second  supplemental 


14.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  March  10.  p.  3164 


HOUSE 


15.  BUDGETDJG.  Passed  with  amendment,  by  a  vote  of  311  to  87,  H.  R.  8002,  to 
vide  /for  budgeting  on  an  accrued  expenditure  basis,  pp.  3173-86,  3188 
Agrgad  to  a  substitute  amendment  by  Rep.  Wigglesworth,  as  an  amendment  to  a 
substitute  amendment  which  had  been  offered  by  Rep.  Taber,  by  a  vote  of  152  tb^ 
3.  The  Taber  amendment  as  amended  by  the  substitute  language  of  the 


Wigglesworth  amendment  was  then  agreed  to  by  vote  of  152  to  103.  The  Tabe] 
amendment  would  have  retained  the  present  obligational  system  of  budgetii 
with  certain  modifications.  Rep.  Wigglesworth  stated  that  his  substitut 
amendment,  which  became  the  language  of  the  bill  as  passed,  was  designs  1  to 
do  three  things  as  follows: 


"In  the  first  place  it  eliminates  completely  from  the  picture  the 
in  H.  R.  8002\that  as  far  as  obligations  are  concerned,  we  go  :k  to  the 
practice  of  contract  authority  which  we  abandoned  some  years  ag  is  unsatis¬ 
factory. 


"In  the  second  place,  it  accepts  the  balance  of  the  proposal  putting  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  a  position,\if  it  so  desires,  to  place  an  annual  /limitation  on  ex¬ 
penditures  in  terms  of  accrued  expenditure., 


"In  the  third  place,  it  incorporates  language  to  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
posal  just  made  by  the  distinguished  gentleman  from  tie w  York  (Mr.  Taber), 
which  in  effect  waives  points  of  order  against  rescissions,  transfers,  or 
reappropriations."  \  / 


/  Amotion  by  Rep.  Smith,  .Va.  ,\to  strike  out*  trhe  enacting  clause,  was  re¬ 
jected  by  a  vote  of  93  to  145.  pp.  3182-83 

A  motion  by  Rep.  Ford  to  recommit  the  bil/l  to  the  Government  Operations 
Committee  was  rejected  by  a  vote  of\119  to/275,  p.  3185 


16. 


DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  The  "Daily  Dige 
committee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee, 
"H.  R.  11176  (amended)  and  H.  R.  Ill 
and  of  1954,  respectively,  with 
dairy  programs;  and  H.  R.  9650,  t 


states  that  the  Dairy  Products  Sub- 
rdered  reported  the  following  bills: 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
price  supports  for  milk  and  specia 
provide  minimum  price  support  levels  for 


respect  t( 


whole  milk 
p.  D185 


and  butterfat  during  the  2-year  period  beginning  April  1,  1958." 


rio< 


17.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  9821,  to 


authorize  appropriations  for  the  continuing  construction  of  highways, 
eluding  forest  highways,  roads  and  trails  (H.  Rept.  1480).  p.  3212 


in- 


18. 


1  r>  n 


INFORMATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  report  d  without  amendment 
H.  R.  2767,  to  restridt  the  authority  of  Federal  office  s  and  agencies  to 
withhold  information/ and  limit  the  availability  of  reco  &S  (H.  Rept.  1461). 
p.  3212 


19.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS. 
Committee.  p./3171 


20. 


Rep.  Quie  was  elected  a  member  of  the'  Agriculture 


21. 


22. 


FOOD  ADDITIVES.  Rep.  Sullivan  urged  additional  funds  for  the  Food  md  Drug 
Administration  for  expanded  work  on  the  use  of  chemical  additives  vn  food, 
and  inserted  several  articles  on  the  matter,  pp.  3190-96 

FOREIGN /TRADE.  Rep.  Collier  spoke  in  opposition  to  extending  the  recip' 
trader  program,  pp.  3201-02 

/  I 

EGGS.  Rep.  Knutson  urged  the  Congress  to  place  a  "floor"  and  a  "ceilin 
tne  price  of  eggs.  p.  3211 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
2d  Session  f 


Report 
No.  1480 


AMENDING  AND  SUPPLEMENTING  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 
APPROVED  JULY  11,  1916,  TO  AUTHORIZE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
CONTINUING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 


March  6,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  9821] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  9821)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do 
pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Page  4,  line  15,  strike  “$27,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$28,500,000”. 

All  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system, 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and  extensions  thereof  in 
urban  areas  under  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374), 
have  been  apportioned  to  the  States.  Additional  authorizations  for 
these  systems  should  be  provided  at  this  time  in  order  that  the  States 
may  have  opportunity  to  program  their  financing  arrangements  to 
match  Federal-aid  funds.  It  is  considered  necessary,  therefore,  that 
the  present  session  of  Congress  enact  legislation  to  provide  Federal-aid 
authorizations  for  these  highway  systems  for  the  fiscal  years  1960  and 
1961.  The  committee  also  feels  it  essential  that  funds  be  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  Federal  domain  roads  for  fiscal  years  1960  and 
1961.  Enactment  of  this  legislation  would  provide  for  orderly  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  program  of  highway  construction  for  an  additional 
2-year  period.  The  continuation  of  this  program  is  vital  to  the 
Nation’s  economy. 
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In  its  consideration  of  H.  R.  9821,  the  committee  has  heard  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Louis  S.  Rothschild,  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  Transportation,  and  Mr.  B.  D.  Tallamy,  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  as  well  as  other  officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  officials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  including  Mr.  Edward 
Cliff,  Assistant  Chief,  Forest  Service.  The  committee  has  also  had 
the  benefit  of  the  testimony  of  representatives  of  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials,  the  American  Road  Builders  Asso¬ 
ciation,  and  the  American  Municipal  Association. 

This  bill  is  confined  to  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid  primary 
and  secondary  systems  and  extensions  thereof  in  urban  areas,  together 
with  Federal  domain  roads,  and  does  not  concern  the  interstate  pro¬ 
gram  which  will  be  taken  up  by  the  committee  separately  in  connection 
with  its  consideration  of  the  cost  estimates  as  provided  in  section 
108  (d)  of  the  Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS 

Section  1  of  H.  R.  9821  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $900 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  and  $925  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1961 
for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  ex¬ 
tensions  thereof  in  urban  areas  in  the  usual  45-30-25  ratio.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  sums  would  be  available  for  each  of  the  systems: 


Federal-aid  systems 


System 

1960 

1961 

Primary  (45  percent) _ _ _ _ 

$405, 000,  000 
270, 000.  000 
225, 000, 000 

$416, 250, 000 
277.  500, 000 
231, 250, 000 

Secondary  (30  percent) _ 

Urban  (25  percent) _ _ 

Total. . . . . . . . . . . 

900,  000, 000 

925, 000, 000 

These  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the  manner 
now  provided  by  law  and  would  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the 
same  manner  as  funds  for  these  highways  were  made  available  under 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956:  that  is,  for  2  years  after  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  funds  are  authorized.  Any 
apportioned  amounts  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  would/1 
lapse.  Section  1  (b)  of  the  bill  also  contains  provisions  concerning 
the  administration  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  which 
are  the  same  as  provisions  for  this  purpose  contained  in  "the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  Section  1  (b)  will  enable  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  continue  to  administer  the  secondary  highway  program 
in  the  simplified  and  efficient  manner  initiated  by  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1954. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  has  recommended  that  the  total 
Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  authorizations  be  made 
at  the  level  of  $900  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 
However,  it  was  the  expression  of  this  committee  during  its  delibera¬ 
tions  in  connection  with  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  that 
such  total  authorizations  be  increased  by  $25  million  each  year  in 
view  of  the  backlog  of  needed  improvements. 

This  is  in  accordance  with  the  statement  of  congressional  intent 
contained  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  that  progressive 
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increases  for  the  three  categories  of  not  less  than  $25  million  per  year 
shall  continue  through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  and  that 
the  relative  ratio  between  the  three  categories  shall  continue  during 
that  period  of  time. 

After  careful  consideration,  the  committee  confirms  and  adheres  to 
its  previous  expression  and  the  bill  accordingly  increases  such  total 
authorizations  from  $900  million  in  1960  to  $925  million  in  1961. 
Comparative  total  authorizations  of  funds  for  these  systems  for  fiscal 
years  1958  and  1959  were  $850  million  and  $875  million,  respectively 
(sec.  102  (a)  (1),  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956).  The  committee 
offers  no  other  changes  in  this  basic  authorization  language  for  the 
reason  that  it  has  worked  so  well  in  past  years.  The  testimony 
given  before  the  committee  has  indicated  a  general  accord  with  the 
existing  Federal-aid  procedures  and  has  also  reflected  the  urgent 
need  to  continue  and  accelerate  the  work  of  construction  and  improve¬ 
ment  on  these  extremely  important  highway  systems. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  2  of  the  bill  would  authorize  appropriations  for  forest 
highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  in  the  amounts  of 
$30  million  and  $28,500,000,  respectively,  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1960  and  1961.  The  committee  amended  the  bill  to  increase  the  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
from  $27  million  to  $28,500,000. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  defines  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  as  being  of  primary  importance  for  the  protection,  administra¬ 
tion,  and  development  of  the  national  forests  and  the  use  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  resources  upon  which  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
national  forests  are  dependent.  All  forest  roads  wholly  or  partly 
within  or  adjacent  to  and  serving  the  national  forests  and  which  arc 
not  included  in  the  forest  highway  system  are  placed  in  the  forest 
development  system. 

Trails  supplement  the  road  network  and  extend  access  into  areas 
where  roads  are  impracticable,  uneconomic,  or  prohibited  by  ad¬ 
ministrative  policy.  Trails  are  of  great  importance  for  fire  protection, 
administration  of  livestock  grazing,  and  public  enjoyment  of  recrea¬ 
tion  and  wildlife  resources. 

Federal  funds  have  been  made  available  under,  the  authorizations 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Acts  and  the  authority  to  use  10  percent  of  the  receipts  from  the 
national  forests  for  roads  and  trails  is  provided  in  the  act  of  March  4, 
1913.  Both  funds  are  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  administered  by  the  Forest  Service.  They  are  programed  for 
work  on  the  forest  development  system  according  to  the  relative  needs 
of  the  various  national  forests. 

Section  2  continues  the  provision  of  the  1956  act  that  funds  available 
for  forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  would 
also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 
water,  and  fire-control  facilities.  Funds  for  forest  highways  would  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  existing  law  (sec.  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950). 

The  testimony  of  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  respectively,  has  indicated  the 


4 


AMENDING  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 


necessity  for  the  expenditure  of  at  least  the  amounts  which  would 
be  authorized  under  section  2  of  H.  R.  9821,  as  amended,  to  continue 
the  forest  highway  and  the  forest  development  roads  and  trails  pro¬ 
grams.  Such  authorizations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
are  needed  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
national  forest  operations,  the  net  profit  on  which,  it  is  understood, 
is  approximately  $20  million  per  year.  The  amounts  for  forest 
highways  which  would  be  authorized  under  this  section  of  the  bill 
are  identical  to  those  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1958  and  1959  under 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  The  committee  feels  that 
the  authorizations  recommended  are  needed  for  the  continuation  of 
construction  and  improvement  of  the  forest  highways  and  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  at  present  levels. 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  PARKWAYS,  AND  INDIAN 

RESERVATION  ROADS 

Section  3  of  H.  R.  9821  contains  provisions  for  roads  and  trails  in 
national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the/' 
National  Park  Service,  parkways,  and  Indian  reservation  roads. 
The  sums  which  will  be  authorized  for  these  purposes  would  be 
$16  million  for  roads  and  trails  in  national  parks,  $16  million  for  park¬ 
ways,  and  $12  million  for  Indian  reservation  roads  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1960  and  1961.  These  amounts  are  the  same  as  those 
authorized  for  fiscal  years  1958  and  1959  for  these  classes  of  highways 
under  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  it  appropriate  and  desirable  to  continue  authorizations  for  these 
highways  in  said  amounts  for  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Section  4  of  the  bill  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $2  million 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  for  public  lands  highways. 
This  amount  is  the  same  as  that  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1958 
and  1959  under  the  1956  act  and  is  considered  essential  to  meet  the 
most  important  of  the  numerous  requests  for  funds  for  improvement 
of  this  class  of  highways,  the  great  majority  of  which  are  already 
on  a  Federal-Aid  highway  system. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS 

Section  5  contains  special  provisions  for  Federal-domain  roads 
(forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public-lands  highways)  and  would 
provide  contract  authority  for  funds  authorized  in  the  bill  for  these 
roads.  Under  this  section,  such  funds  would  be  available  for  contract 
upon  apportionment  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  1  year  preceding  the 
beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment 
is  required.  The  contract  authority  provided  for  by  section  5  of  the 
bill  is  similar  to  that  contained  in  section  106  of  the  Federal-Aid  High 
way  Act  of  1956.  The  committee  believes  that  it  is  appropriate  to 
continue  said  contract  authority  for  funds  which  would  be  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  for  these  Federal- 
domain  highways. 
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The  provisions  contained  in  H.  R.  9821  relating  to  authorizations 
for  Federal-domain  highways  remain  substantially  the  same  as  those 
contained  in  previous  Federal-aid  highway  legislation.  The  committee 
has  considered  thoroughly  the  testimony  of  the  officials  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  well  as  that 
of  officials  of  other  organizations  in  connection  with  Federal-domain 
roads.  After  full  deliberation,  it  is  believed  desirable  that  these 
authorization  provisions  remain  in  the  form  now  contained  in  the  bill. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS;  EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Short  title 

Section  6  provides  that  existing  provisions  of  Federal-aid  highway 
legislation,  not  inconsistent  with  H.  R.  9821,  shall  remain  in  full 
force  and  effect.  This  act,  which  under  section  7  would  be  cited  as 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1958,  would  take  effect  on  the  date  of  its 
enactment. 

The  committee  is  of  the  view  that  the  authorizations  of  funds  for 
Federal-aid  highways  and  Federal -domain  roads  contained  in  H.  R. 
9821,  as  reported,  are  not  only  necessary  to  maintain  progress  in  the 
construction  and  improvement  of  these  highways  but  are  a  conserva¬ 
tive  requirement  in  relation  to  the  existing  backlog  of  highway  im¬ 
provements  needed  to  provide  for  an  adequate  highway  transportation 
system. 
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H.  R.  9821 

[Report  No.  1480] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  8, 1958 

Mr.  Fallon  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 

March  6, 1958 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic  | 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  FEDERAL-AID  highways 

4  Section  1.  (a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropria- 

5  TIONS. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

6  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 

7  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple-, 

8  mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

9  priated  the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
10  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
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year  ending  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system. 

(0)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas.  ;  -  v 

(2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

(b)  Availability  foe  Expenditure. — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  he  available 
for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any 
amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 
is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 
specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and  prior  Acts: 
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1  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore, 

2  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects 

3  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary 

4  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  discharge 

5  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications,  esti- 

6  mates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  con- 

7  struction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving 

8  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 

9  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc- 

10  tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 

11  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  cate- 

12  gory  approved  by  him:  Provided  further,  That  such  ap- 

13  proval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  proce- 

14  dures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  sec- 
1^  tion  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950: 
1®  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  fore- 
1^  going  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its 
1®  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  maintenance, 

19  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 

20  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the 

21  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after 

22  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 

23  showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction  of 

24  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban 

25  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by 
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modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be  credited 
to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban, 
previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $30,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and 
(2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$27,000,000  $ 28,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961 : 
Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to 
the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and 
reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter 
funds  available  for  forest  highways  and  forest  development 
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roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular 
parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control 
facilities:  And  provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950. 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  AND  SO  FORTH 

Sec.  3.  (a)  National  Parks,  and  so  Forth.— For 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads 
and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monu¬ 
ment  approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
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there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the  con¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access 

✓ 

to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750) ,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961 :  Provided, 
That  the  location,  type  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges 
constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 
(64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unre¬ 
served  public  lands,  nontaxahle  Indian  lands,  or  other  Fed¬ 
eral  reservations  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
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ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS,  AND 

SO  FORTH 

Sec.  5.  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  high¬ 
ways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date 
not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  re¬ 
quired:  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended 
two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  author¬ 
ized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged 
with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  au¬ 
thority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so  obli¬ 
gated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  author- 
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ized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall  have 
been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of 
final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and 
be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

EEL  ATION SHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHEE  ACTS,*  EFFECTIVE 

DATE 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable 
hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SHOET  TITLE 

Sec.  7.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1958”. 
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85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3414 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  6, 1958 

Mr.  Gore  (for  himself,  Mr.  Carroll,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough,  Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Magnuson, 
Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Church,  and  Mr.  Hennings)  introduced  the  following 
bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That — 

4  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  for  Inter- 

5  state  System. — Section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- Aid  High- 

6  way  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended  to 

7  read  as  follows : 
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“(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 
purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or 
improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels, 
of  the  Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  authorization  heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the 
additional  sum  of  $1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1958,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  the  additional  sum 
of  $3,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  the  additional 
sum  of  $3,100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  the 
additional  sum  of  $3,100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$3,100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968, 
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and  the  additional  sum  of  $3,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1969.” 

(b)  Apportionments. — The  additional  sum  herein 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  shall 
be  apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Effective  July  1,  1958,  section  209  (f)  (1) 
of  the  Eederal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  ( 1 )  Interstate  Highway  Program— Amounts  in 
the  Trust  Fund  shall  be  available,  as  provided  by  appropria¬ 
tion  Acts,  for  making  expenditures  after  June  30,  1958, 
and  before  July  1,  1972,  to  meet  those  obligations  of  the 
United  States  heretofore  or  hereafter  incurred  under  the 
Eederal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  which  are  attributable  to  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  (including 
those  portions  of  general  administrative  expenses  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  payable  from  such  appropriations 
and  attributable  to  said  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways) .” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  ( 1 )  Authorization  of  Appropriation 
eor  Primary,  Secondary  and  Urban  Systems. — For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Eederal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto, 
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1  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 

2  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  $450,000,000  in  addition  to  any 

3  sums  heretofore  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year.  The  sum 

4  herein  authorized  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 

5  follows : 

6  (A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

7  primary  highway  system. 

8  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

9  secondary  highway  system. 

10  (C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 

11  these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

12  (2)  Apportionment. — The  sum  authorized  by  this 

13  section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 

14  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 

15  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 

16  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838)  : 

17  Provided,  That  the  additional  amount  herein  authorized  shall 

18  he  apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 

19  (b)  The  provisions  of  section  102  (b)  and  (c)  of 

20  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374) 

21  shall  apply  to  the  funds  authorized  by  this  section. 

22  Sec.  4.  (a)  Authorization  of  appropriations. — 

23  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  States  in  meeting  the  re- 

24  quirements  for  State  funds  for  the  Primary  and  Secondary 
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Federal-Aid  Highway  Systems,  including  extensions  of  these 
systems  in  urban  areas,  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $450,000,000. 

(b)  Said  sum  shall  be  apportioned  to  the  several  States 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  immediately  upon  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth 
in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) .  The  amounts 
so  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  States  as  a  temporary  advance  and  may  he  used 
to  match  the  regular  apportionments  made  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  or  for  fiscal  years  prior  thereto,  to 
such  State  for  expenditure  on  the  Primary  and  Secondary 
Federal-Aid  Systems,  including  extensions  of  these  Systems 
in  urban  areas,  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
paying  the  share  of  such  State  in  the  cost  of  such  Federal- 
Aid  projects :  Provided,  That  the  amounts  so  advanced  shall 
be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Government  over  a  period  of 
ten  years,  commencing  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  by  making  annual  deductions  from  regular  appor¬ 
tionments  made  pursuant  to  future  authorizations  for  such 


1  years  for  the  construction  of  said  Primary  and  Secondary 

2  Federal-Aid  Systems,  including  extensions  of  such  Systems 

3  in  urban  areas. 

4  Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 

5  approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory 

6  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this 

7  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable 


8  thereto. 


w 

a> 

P 

P- 


n 

a> 


P 

d 

Pi 


►d  a 

_r  <t> 
P  M> 
cr  fD 

O  r+ 

CL  © 

FT 

oa 

ct- 

& 

<D 


CO 

O! 

GO 


Ct 

| 

I 

rt- 

t-h 

s 


o 

d 


o 

W 

CO 

O 

o 

w 

g 

w 

o 

W 

SB 

3 

Pu 

s 


o  s 

w  § 

>  a 
w  w 

N 

gS 

Hi  >-j 


g  J 

II 

>  > 

B  J< 

£ 

>  Hi 
-  Hj 


H  f'l 
•  W 

H  iZ| 
>  W 
O  O 
3  Hi 
d  ~ 
o  g 
J2j  tr 


h  > 
% 

S3  <-< 
O  W 
M 
8 


w 

VI 

:s 

o 

d  § 
o  H 


g  g 

W  H 


5^o 

J 

W  o 

a  w 

B  §  _ 

►s  y 

g  «  s 

§  ** 

-  ^  g 
g  *  o 
t?  di  » 


to¬ 

ts 

ss 

o 

E 

(H 


GO  « 

!zj  H 

W  §  g 

d  M  I-J 


ds  g 
p  ° 


►S 

dt 

o 

CO 

CD 

CO 


p 

CO 

ct- 

>-t 

p 

O 

Cf" 
I— '  • 

o 

2 


H 

If  1 


S’.P 


& 


Hi  o 


in  c’Z, 

®  ^  a, 

d  r  (1 


CO 


CTQ 

Ed 

P 

VI 

co 


P 

P 

& 

Hfe 

o 

HJ 


i^;  P  C 

^  ds 
p.i^  d3 

g-  3  g 

o'  <1  B 

w  O  CD 

s  p-  a 

CT- 

**  Ch 

O  (— i  ct- 
l-j  Pi  »— -I 
-  I— C  I— 1 

g  z  • 

P 


to  Pj 

CO  fD 

~  co 

i__j.  CD 


O 


Or 


P 


Ed 

CD 

4 


P  , 
,IQ  ffi  i 


> 

s 

r 

r 


^  >► 

©  o'  g 


8 

H 

tow 

C 

U1  § 
H  P 
m 
Ul 


o 

Ed 

H 

oo 

CQ 


CO 

w 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


3081 


Soutti,  and,  equally  as  important,  would 
serve^o  right  the  injustice  of  depriving 
the  States  of  the  cotton  belt  of  the  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  to  which  they  are  historically 
entitled. 

I  ask,  Nfk  President,  that  the  bill  be 
received,  appropriately  referred,  and 
printed  in  theSRECORD  at  the  conclusion 
of  my  remarks.' 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3408  Ato  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment\Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  so  as  to  provide  that  cotton 
acreage  allotments  for\he  States  for 
1958  and  subsequent  years  shall  be  no 
less  than  1956,  and  for  other  purposes, 
introduced  by  Mr.  TALMADGEVfor  him¬ 
self  and  other  Senators),  wasVeceived, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 


TRAINING  OF  TEACHERS  FC 
EDUCATION  OF  EXCEPTIONS 
CHILDREN 
Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
one  of  the  basic  concepts  of  American 
education  is  equality  of  opportunity. 
Yet,  in  spite  of  the  progress  of  American 
education,  many  of  our  students  are 
never  offered  this  opportunity.  Not  only 
has  the  retarded  child  often  been  neg¬ 
lected  by  our  mass  education  system, 
but  also,  the  child  of  high  intellectual 
capacity.  Mrs.  Neuberger  and  I  have 
supported  legislation  for  assistance  of 
mentally  retarded  children  at  both  the 
Federal  and  State  level.  Mrs.  Neuberger 
led  the  successful  struggle  in  the  Oregon 
State  Legislature  to  create  a  pilot  pro¬ 
gram  for  such  children  in  our  State.  I 
worked  for  increased  appropriations  in 
this  area  in  the  84th  Congress,  and  this 
year  I  have  introduced  a  bill  which 
would  provide  for  the  expansion  of 
teaching  and  research  in  the  education 
of  mentally  retarded  children. 

The  same  convictions,  Mr.  President, 
which  have  led  me  to  support  programs 
for  the  mentally  retarded,  have  also 
aroused  my  concern  over  the  rights  of 
the  child  of  high  intellectual  capacity. 
He,  too,  has  democratic  rights. 

One  of  the  most  critical  questions  be¬ 
fore  our  country  today  is  how  we  car 
increase  the  production  of  scientist/ 
scholars,  doctors,  and  other  trained  per¬ 
sonnel.  But  in  spite  of  this  critical/ack 
of  fully  developed  intellectual  ca^city, 
we  are  asking  students  of  exceptional 
ability  to  remain  content  with  jrchooling 
which  is  suited  for  the  average  child,  but 
is  not  adapted  for  the  smaller  percent¬ 
age  of  children  with  high/ability.  The 
risks  of  subjecting  these/students  to  or¬ 
dinary  educational  methods  has  been 
pointed  out  in  a  majo^  research  study  by 
Lewis  Terman  ancr  his  associates  at 
Stanford  University^  They  studied  1,400 
superior  studenrir in  the  public  schools 
of  California  and  followed  their  later 
development  fifver  a  period  of  25  years. 
They  found  Anat  this  group,  on  the  aver¬ 
age,  madeA  remarkably  good  record  of 
later  aca*femic  and  professional  accom¬ 
plishments.  But  they  also  found  that 
manjynf  this  group  failed  to  live  up  to 
theii/ potentialities.  One  of  the  reasons 
foyxhis  Terman  said  was  that  “a  consid- 
rable  proportion  of  those  in  our  gifted 


group  languished  in  idleness  throughout 
the  grades  and  high  school  and  failed  to 
develop  the  ambition  or  work  habits  nec¬ 
essary  to  make  them  successful  in 
college.”  This  failure  is  one  which  the 
United  States  cannot  afford. 

In  my  State  of  Oregon,  two  communi¬ 
ties,  Portland  and  Eugene,  have  made 
great  strides  in  preventing  this  waste  of 
intellectual  resources.  In  Portland,  the 
public  school  system  is  nearing  the  50  th 
year  of  a  program  for  gifted  students 
which  has  been  developed  in  cooperation 
with  Reed  College.  Under  their  program, 
gifted  children  are  grouped  together  for 
mathematics,  reading,  and  language,  but 
combine  with  other  children  of  the  same 
age  for  physical  education,  art  and 
music.  Thus,  the  program  is  in  keeping 
with  the  democratic  traditions  of  our 
schools.  Eugene  is  another  Oregon  com¬ 
munity  which  can  be  proud  of  its  efforts 
to  explore  the  means  for  education  for 
the  gifted.  Under  the  direction  of  Lloyd 
Gillette,  the  department  of  special  edu¬ 
cation  of  the_  Eugene  Public  Schools  has 
;en  conducting  a  class  for  gifted  sixth 
gi\ders  which  is  now  in  its  fourth  year. 

»t,  Mr.  President,  if  we  are  to  doy 
justioe  to  our  able  students  at  a  tir 
when  Ntoeir  talents  are  so  desperately 
needed  \y  their  country,  we  cannotorely 
on  a  few 'for-sighted  communities/to  di¬ 
rect  a  natamal  movement.  In  tire  clos¬ 
ing  days  of  the  last  session  of  Congress, 
the  Honorable  Leonor  K. /Sullivan, 
Missouri,  introduced  a  bill  6H.  R.  9591) 
which  sought  toNaave  the/Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  lead  tnfc.  way/ by  providing 
scholarships  to  teacher/ and  prospective 
teachers,  to  encouraa/  them  to  go  into 
this  field  where  th£y\are  so  urgently 
needed,  by  providing  sortae  assistance  to 
colleges  and  uni/ersitiesNpioneering  in 
this  work,  and/ by  encouraging  States 
and  communities  to  set  up  rahe  special¬ 
ized  classes  and  programs  whick  are  nec¬ 
essary.  We  must  have  curriculum  and 
instructors  capable  of  inspiring  students 
with  uiyfsual  minds.  Because  I  feekthat 
Mrs.  Sullivan’s  bill  (H.  R.  9591)  wVild 
help /meet  this  problem,  I  consider  it\a 
privilege  to  introduce  in  the  Senate 
companion  bill  to  H.  R.  9591,  so  that  both' 
louses  of  Congress  will  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity,  at  the  same  time,  to  consider  this 
proposal. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3410)  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  a  special  $18,500,000  7- 
year  program  of  Federal  scholarship  and 
fellowship  grants  to  individuals,  and  a 
$2,500,000  program  of  grants  to  public 
and  nonprofit  institutions  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation,  to  encourage  and  expand  the 
training  of  teachers  for  the  education  of 
exceptional  children,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Neuberger,  was  received,  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee 
on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 
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INCREASED  INCOME  TAX  EXEMP¬ 
TIONS  FOR  1958 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
our  country  is  now  facing  the  most  crit¬ 
ical  unemployment  problem  since  World 
War  II.  Each  new  report  brings  more 
bad  news  of  more  Americans  out  of  work. 
In  my  State,  unemployment  exceeds  a 


quarter  of  a  million  men  and  women. 
More  than  100,000  people  are  receiving 
relief  food  supplies.  This  is  a  situatt 
that  is  duplicated  in  many  other 

Our  economists  tell  us  that  one  of  the 
quickest  and  most  effective  mo/es  we 
could  make  to  end  this  recession  or  de¬ 
pression — this  era  of  Americans  without 
food — is  to  cut  income  tax§/  Cutting 
taxes  would  have  the 
of  boosting  purchasing 
consumer  demand,  and, 
workers  back  to  work. 

Mr.  President,  I  propose  that  we  give 
all  Americans  an  income-tax  reduction 
by  raising  the  personal  income  tax  ex¬ 
emption  from  $60t)  to  $800.  This  would 
amount  to  a  total  estimated  tax  reduc¬ 
tion  of  $5.2  billion  annually.  Most  of 
this  tax  redaction  would  go  to  persons 
earning  less  than  $6,000  a  year.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  nrarly  $2  billion  of  this  added 
consumer  purchasing  power  would  go  to 
the  57/fiercent  of  our  taxpayers  who  have 
a  family  earning  of  less  than  $100  a  week, 
bracket  alone  includes  62  million 
Another  billion  dollars  of  the 
'eduction  would  mean  that  much  more 
money  in  the  pockets  of  the  18  million 
Americans,  families  with  income  between 
$5,000  and  $6,000  per  year.  Most  of 
these  are  people  who  have  a  real  need  for 
this  money  for  day-to-day  family  ex¬ 
penses. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  what  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  taxes  which  I  propose  would  mean 
to  a  family  of  3  with  an  income  of  $3,000 
a  year.  Under  present  law  this  family 
pays  Federal  income  taxes  of  $180  a  year. 

Under  the  amendment  I  propose,  that 
family  tax  bill  would  be  reduced  66  per¬ 
cent — the  family  would  get  a  reduction 
of  $120  and  would  have  to  pay  only  $60 
a  year.  This  is  realistic  tax  relief,  and 
I  believe  it  is  not  one  iota  out  of  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  demonstrated  need  for  this 
taxable  year  of  1958. 

This  would  prime  the  pump  of  sales  of 
consumer  goods.  This  bill  would  make 
it  possible  for  many  families  to  send  a 
son  or  daughter  to  college  who  are  now 
unable  to  do  so.  This  bill  is  an  act  of 
delayed  justice.  The  big  corporation 
taxpayers  got  a  tax  cut  in  1954.  It  is 
<ime  for  the  people  to  have  a  tax  cut. 

[r.  President,  on  behalf  of  myself, 
th&dEtenator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Prox- 
mirhSL  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  >4orse],  I  introduce  for  appropri¬ 
ate  reference,  a  bill  to  carry  out  the 
proposalNwhich  I  have  made. 

The  VIC^I  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received'and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  <2k  3411)  to  increase  from 
$600  to  $800  tlNamount  of  each  income- 
tax  exemption  fm:  the  taxable  year  1958, 
introduced  by  MivYarborough  (for  him¬ 
self,  Mr.  Proxmire, Vid  Mr.  Morse)  ,  was 
received,  read  twice  Vy  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Commitnse  on  Finance. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGhN.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
bill,  along  with  two  analyses  'of  the  tax 
reductions  under  its  provisions,  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  theNbill  and 
analyses  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  (a)  the  follo^ng 
provisions  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code\of 
1964  are  amended  by  striking  out  “$6<J 
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wherever  appearing  therein  and  inserting 
in  lieuv  thereof  “$800”: 

(1)  section  151  (relating  to  allowance  of 
deductions  for  personal  exemptions); 

(2)  Section  642  (b)  (relating  to  allowance 
of  deductions  for  estates) ; 

(3)  Sectioir.,6012  (a)  (relating  to  persons 
required  to  mdlje  returns  of  income) ; 

(4)  Section  6043  (b)  (3)  (A)  (relating  to 
assessment  and  aollection  in  the  case  of 
certain  returns  of  Husband  and  wife) ;  and 

(5)  Section  6015  pi)  (2)  (A)  (relating  to 
declaration  of  estimated  income  tax  by  in¬ 
dividuals)  . 

(b)  The  following  provisions  of  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Code  of  r054  are  amended 
by  striking  out  “$1,200”  wherever  appear¬ 
ing  therein  and  inserting  h*  lieu  thereof 
“$1,600”: 

(1)  Section  6012  (a)  (1)  (relying  to  per¬ 
sons  required  to  make  returns  o\income); 
and 

(2)  Section  6013  (b)  (3)  (A)  (plating 

to  assessment  and  collection  in  the  c^se  of 
certain  returns  of  husband  and  wife) . 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  optional  tax\f 
adjusted  gross  income  is  less  than  $5,000)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “who  has  elected ' 
for  such  year  to  pay  the  tax  imposed  by  this 
section,  the  tax  shown  in  the  following 
table:”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “who 
has  elected  for  such  year  to  pay  the  tax  im¬ 
posed  by  this  section — 

“(1)  In  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  begin¬ 
ning  after  December  31,  1957,  and  before  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1959,  the  tax  shown  in  a  table  which 
shall  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his 
delegate.  The  table  prescribed  under  this 
paragraph  shall  correspond  in  form  to  the 
table  in  paragraph  (2)  and  shall  provide  for 
amounts  of  tax  in  the  various  adjusted  gross 
income  brackets  approximately  equal  to  the 
amounts  which  would  be  determined  under 
section  1  if  the  taxable  income  were  com¬ 
puted  by  taking  the  standard  deduction. 

“(2’)  In  the  case  of  any  taxable  year,  other 
than  a  taxable  year  beginning  after  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1957,  and  before  January  1,  1959,  the 
tax  shown  in  the  following  table : 

(b)  Section  4  (a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rules  for  optional 
tax)  is  hereby  amended  by  inserting  after 
“the  table  in  section  3”  the  following:  "and 
the  table  prescribed  under  section  3”. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  3402  (b)  (1)  of  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
percentage  method  of  withholding  income 
tax  at  source)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“(1)  The  table  referred  to  in  subsection  (a) 
is  as  follows:”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“(1)  (A)  The  table  referred  to  in  subjec¬ 
tion  (a)  is,  with  respect  to  wages  paid  dn  or 
after  the  first  day  of  the  first  month/which 
begins  more  than  10  days  after  the/clate  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Individual  Tstk  Reduc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958  and  before  Jany/ry  1,  1959, 
as  follows: 

“Percentage  method  withholding  table 

Amount  of 
one  with- 
holding 

“Payroll  period:  /  exemption 

Weekly - / - $17.  00 

Biweekly - / -  35.  00 

Semimonthly  _  37.  00 

Monthly  74.  00 

Quarterly,  yl -  225.00 

Semiannual _ 444.  00 

Annual  .JL -  889.  00 

Daily  at  miscellaneous  (per  day 
of  sfich  period) _  2.  40 

“(B)/ The  table  referred  to  in  subsection 
(a)  jo-  with  respect  to  wages  paid  (other 
than  wages  paid  during  the  period  to  which 
syfeparagraph  (A)  applies) ,  as  follows.” 

(b)  So  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
r3402  (c)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  (relating  to  wage  bracket  withholding) 


as  precedes  the  first  table  in  such  paragraph 
is  amended  to -read  as  follows: 

“(1)  (A)  At  the  election  of  the  employer 
with  respect  to  any  employee,  the  employer 
shall  deduct  and  withhold  upon  the  wages 
paid  to  such  employee  on  or  after  the  first 
day  of  the  first  month  which  begins  more 
than  10  days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  the  Individual  Tax  Reduction  Act  of  1958 
and  before  January  1,  1959,  a  tax  determined 
in  accordance  with  the  tables  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  which  shall  be 
in  lieu  of  the  tax  required  to  be  deducted 
and  withheld  under  subsection  (a).  The  ta-_ 
bles  prescribed  under  this  subparagraph  shall 
correspond  in  form  to  the  wage  bracket 
withholding  tables  in  subparagraph  (B)  and 
shall  provide  for  amounts  of  tax  in  the  var¬ 
ious  wage  brackets  approximately  equal  to 
the  amounts  which  would  be  determined  if 
the  deductions  were  made  under  subsection 
(a). 

“(B)  At  the  election  of  the  employer  with 
respect  to  any  employee,  the  employer  shall 
deduct  and  withhold  upon  the  wages  paid 


Income  classes 


$600  to  $6,000. 
$5,000’ to  $3  0,000. 

$10,000  to  mooo. 
Over  $20,0 

Total. 


ANALYSIS  OF  TAX\tEDUCTIONS/tTNDER  THE  $800 
EXEMPTION  PROPOSAL 

The  distribution,  of/foe  estimated  tax 
reduction  under  per  capita  exemp¬ 
tions  is  as  follows: 


Adjusted  /ross  income 


Under  $5/f()0 
$5,000  t onto, 000. 
$0,000/5  $7,000. 
$7,00/  to  $8,000. 
$8,000  to  $9,000. 
1)00  to  $10,000, 
iver  $10,000 _ 

Total.... 


Federal  income  tax  liability  under  present 
law  compared  with  liability  under  $800 
personal  exemption  proposal,  for  married 
couple  with  1  dependent,  at  selected  levels 
of  income 


Income 

level 

Tax 

under 

present 

law 

Tax  if 
exemp¬ 
tion  is 
raised 
to  $800 

Tax 
saving 
under 
$800  ex¬ 
emption 
proposal 

Percentage 
tax  reduc¬ 
tion  under 
$800  exemp¬ 
tion  pro¬ 
posal 

$2,000 . 

0 

0 

0 

>0 

$3,000 . - 

$180 

$60 

$120 

60.  7 

$4,000. . 

360 

240 

120 

33.  3 

$5,000 _ 

640 

420 

120 

22.  2 

$10,000 . 

1,  .504 

1,372 

132 

8.8 

$20,000 . 

3,  988 

3,800 

188 

4.7 

$100,000 _ 

45,144 

44,724 

420 

.9 

Note.— Computations  are  based  on  tlie  tax  rate  Sched¬ 
ule;  deductions  equal  to  10  percent  of  income  are  assumed. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President. 
I  ask  that  the  bill  lie  on  the  table  until 
the  close  of  the  session  of  the  Senate 
this  coming  Monday,  to  give  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  any  other  Senators  who  may 
wish  to  do  so  to  join  in  sponsoring  it. 


to  such  employee  (other  than  wages  paid 
during  the  period  to  which  subparagrac 
(A)  applies)  a  tax  determined  in  accordance 
with  the  following  tables,  which  shall  be  in 
lieu  of  the  tax  required  to  be  deducted  and 
withheld  under  subsection  (a). 

Sec.  4.  The  amendments  made  by'the  first 
section  and  section  2  shall  apply  only  to  tax¬ 
able  years  beginning  after  D/cember  31, 
1957,  and  before  January  y  1959.  The 
amendments  made  by  sectim#  3  shall  apply 
only  to  wages  paid  on  or  after  the  first  day  of 
the  first  month  which  begins  more  than  10 
days  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
act,  and  before  January  1,  1959. 

Sec.  5.  This  act  ma/be  cited  as  the  “Indi¬ 
vidual  Tax  Reducti/n  Act  of  1958." 

Number  of  Am/ricans  in  Each  Income 
Bracket  Whq/Would  Receive  Reductions 
The  following  table  shows  the  number  of 
taxable  retu/ns  filed  for  1954  (the  latest  com¬ 
plete  datmAvailable) ,  arranged  by  various  in¬ 
come  groups, -end  the  number  of  exemptions 
claimesr  by  taxpayers  in  these  groups: 


Taxable  return  in  the 
classes 


Number 


28, 1.51, 269 
12,  355,  239 
1,  583,  974 
542,  578 

42, 633, 060 


Percent 
of  total 


66.0 

29.0 

3.7 

1.3 

100.0 


Exemptions  claimed  in 
the  classes 


Number 


62,  943,  271 
41,397,  271 
5, 367,  920 
1,  901,  048 


111,609,510  100.0 


Percent 
of  total 


Tax  reduction 

\mount 

Per- 

(nWlHons) 

cent 

$1,  90S 
9(\ 

38.  2 

17.4 

659> 

12.  6 

455 

\  8.7 

297 

\  5.7 

207 

\4.0 

701 

K4 

5,226 

100.^ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL-AID 
HIGHWAY  ACT 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  Senators  Carroll,  Morse, 
Mansfield,  and  Yarborough,  I  introduce, 
for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  acceleration  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Gore,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  ^he  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  lie  on 
the  table  until  the  close  of  the  session 
of  the  Senate  on  tomorrow,  to  give  an 
opportunity  to  any  other  Senators  who 
may  wish  to  do  so  to  join  in  sponsor¬ 
ing  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  provided 
for  the  construction  within  a  13-year  pe¬ 
riod  of  a  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways  connecting  the 
major  metropolitan  areas  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  Despite  the  clear  intent  expressed 
in  the  1956  act  that  this  system  of  high¬ 
ways  should  be  completed  within  a  13- 
year  period,  we  are  now  faced  with  a 
proposed  stretchout  of  this  program 
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under  which  the  13-year  construction 
period  would  be  increased  to  24  or  25 
years.  We  are  faced  with  this  stretchout 
at  a  time  when  there  is  a  great  need  for 
stimulating  our  economy  and  relieving 
serious  unemployment.  Instead  of  cut¬ 
ting  back  our  higway  program,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  we  must  accelerate  it. 

Only  yesterday,  according  to  the  news¬ 
papers,  President  Eisenhower  spoke  of 
the  availability  of  programs  on  which 
advance  planning  had  already  been  made 
which  could  be  accelerated  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  I  call  attention  specifi¬ 
cally  to  the  highway  program. 

The  bill  I  have  introduced  would  in¬ 
crease  the  authorizations  for  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  for  the  years  1959  through 
1969  by  an  amount  sufficient  to  permit- 
the  completion  of  the  entire  41,000  miles 
within  the  original  13-year  period,  tak¬ 
ing  into  account  the  increased  cost  es¬ 
timates  recently  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
The  bill  would  remove  from  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund  the  financing  of  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  construction  of  primary, 
secondary  and  urban  Federal-aid  roads. 
Under  my  bill,  these  systems  would  be 
financed  by  appropriations  from  the 
general  fund,  as  was  the  case  before 
passage  of  the  act  of  1956. 

I  know  of  no  good  reason  why  the  sec¬ 
ondary,  primary,  and  urban  highways 
should  be  financed  by  the  trust  fund  so 
long  as  only  a  part  of  the  revenue  from 
highway-user  taxes  is  dedicated  to  the 
fund.  The  estimated  receipts  of  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  over  the  life  of  the 
fund  will  then  be  sufficient  to  finance 
the  construction  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  on  the  basis  of  presently  estimated 
costs. 

Mr.  President,  my  bill  also  provides 
for  accelerating  the  construction  of  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary  and  urban  roads.  It  is 
recognized  that  because  of  reduced  en¬ 
gineering  and  planning  requirements, 
additional  projects  on  these  systems  may 
be  placed  under  contract  sooner  than  is 
the  case  with  respect  to  interstate  proj¬ 
ects. 

In  the  interest  of  providing  additional 
employment  opportunities  during  the 
calendar  year  1958,  my  bill  would  au¬ 
thorize  a  supplemental  apportionment 
for  the  so-called  ABC — primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban — roads  for  fiscal  1959 
in  the  amount  of  $450  million. 

Evidence  presented  to  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Roads  indicates  that  the 
several  States  could  undertake  addi¬ 
tional  projects  without  delay  provided 
the  funds  were  available.  A  number  of 
States,  however,  would  have  great  diffi¬ 
culty  in  securing  during  the  calendar 
year  1958  additional  State  matching 
funds  to  permit  full  utilization  at  the 
earliest  possible  date  of  the  additional 
sums  authorized  in  the  bill  I  have  intro¬ 
duced.  For  this  reason,  the  bill  author¬ 
izes  an  additional  $450  million  to  be 
apportioned  to  the  several  States  and 
made  available  to  them  for  use  as  State 
matching  funds  for  construction  on  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  highway 
systems.  The  funds  thus  advanced  to 
the  States  for  this  purpose  would  be  re¬ 
paid  to  the  Federal  Government  out  of 
regular  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
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great  inequity  to 
Self-employed 
they  are  include 
social  security 


apportionments  made  under  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  future  years,  beginning  in  fiscal 
1964. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  convinced  that  if 
we  are  to  avoid  an  even  more  serious 
economic  situation  than  that  in  which 
we  now  find  ourselves,  the  Government 
must  take  appropriate  action  to  stimu¬ 
late  the  economy.  Among  the  more  ef¬ 
fective  ways  of  accomplishing  this  is  the 
acceleration  of  sound  public  works  pro¬ 
grams.  I  know  of  no  public  works  pro¬ 
gram  which  provides  greater  economic 
benefits  than  does  the  construction  of 
highways.  I  know  of  no  public  works 
program  which  would  provide  more  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  per  dollar  spent 
than  the  construction  of  highways. 

Mr.  President,  I  submitted  to  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Roads  this  week  a  ;tunity  to  come 
study  made  by  the  Department  of  High¬ 
ways  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  which 
was  supplied  to  me  by  Governor  Meyner. 

The  study  concluded  that  of  every  dollar 
spent  for  highway  construction,  an  esti¬ 
mated  90  cents  is  spent  for  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  people  either  as  direct  on-the- 
job  labor  or  for  labor  employed  in  the 
production  of  materials  and  equipment. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  know  of  no 
public  works  program  on  which  more  de¬ 
tailed  planning  has  been'  accomplished 
and  which  could  be  accelerated  with  as 
little  delay  as  is  the  case  with  our  high¬ 
way  program. 

The  State  highway  departments  have 
reported  to  the  Public  Roads  Subcom¬ 
mittee  that  if  necessary  funds  are  pro¬ 
vided,  contracts  totalling  an  additional 
amount  in  excess  of  one  and  one -half 
billion  dollars  can  be  placed  within  cal¬ 
endar  year  1958. 


Si 


in 


inder 


The  planned  benefits  would  be  taxed 
to  the  individual  only  when  received  by 
him — normally  after  he  retired, 
lump-sum  distribution  of  his  entire 
terest  would  get  favored  tax  treatr 
if  made  to  him  after  he  reached  6J/and 
after  his  contributions  accumulated  in 
the  plan  for  at  least  5  years,  or  ,if  made 
after  his  death. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  difference 
of  treatment  under  the  present  retire¬ 
ment  laws  between  self-employed  indi¬ 
viduals  and  employees,  ,/ith  regard  to 
retirement  and  pension/lans,  and  bene¬ 
fits  thereunder,  there  exists  today  a 
large  groups  of  people, 
ups  whether  or  not 
or  excluded  from 
ould  have  the  oppor- 
a  voluntary  retire¬ 
ment  plan  s^fetem  and  receive  the  tax 
benefits  which  would  inure  under  this 
bill.  It  will  give  9.7  million  people  an 
opportunity  to  provide  for  their  own 
retirer  „ 

difficulty  of  saving  under  the 
t  high-income  tax  rates  is  ap- 
nt — when  this  is  applied  to  the  lower 
ome  bracket  of  self-employed  persons, 
eir  ability  to  provide  for  their  later- 
years  or  that  “rainy  day”  is  next  to  im¬ 
possible. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  employee 
pension  plans  were  developed  before  the 
adoption  of  Federal  income  taxation  and 
that  they  serve  an  important  purpose 
quite  apart  from  the  tax  advantage. 
This  is  apropos  to  the  self -employed 
individual. 

The  following  groups  of  people  would 
have  the  opportunity  to  take  advantage 
of  this  program:  3.3  million  farm  op- 
Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Public  Works  erators;  three-tenths  of  a  million  min- 


The 

press 


Committee  and  the  Senate 
promptly  on  this  matter. 


will  act 


SELF  -  EMPLOYED  VOLUNTARY  RE¬ 
TIREMENT /LAN— INDIVIDUAL,  IN¬ 
ITIATIVE ^SECURITY 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  ill 
troduce,  Mr  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  encourage  the  establishment  of  vol¬ 
untary/  retirement  plans  by  self-em- 
ploye#  individuals. 

fe  bill  would  allow  self-employed 
pe/sons  a  deduction  for  Federal  income 
purposes  for  amounts  set  aside  for 
iheir  retirement,  limited  to  10  percent  or 
1,000  a  year,  whichever  is  lesser,  of  self- 
employment  income.  This  will  also  en¬ 
courage  individual  initiative  in  providing 
for  their  own  retirement.  Amounts  set 
aside  in  excess  of  these  limitations  could 
be  carried  over  and  deducted  in  a  later 
year. 

Older  age  groups  would  be  able  to  set 
aside  a  larger  proportion  of  their  earn¬ 
ings  before  taxes,  so  that  they  could 
build  up  adequate  retirement  reserves 
in  a  shorter  time.  Under  this  bill  the 
tax  will  be  deferred  until  the  payment 
of  the  benefits,  which  will  be  taxable. 

A  deduction  would  be  permitted  for 
amounts  paid  into  either  a  trust  or  cus¬ 
todian  account  established  under  the  re¬ 
tirement  plan  for  self-employed  individ¬ 
uals,  or  a  restricted  retirement  policy, 
which  is  either  a  new  or  existing  life 
insurance  or  annuity  contract. 


isters;  one-tenth  of  a  million  physicians; 
6  million  additional  persons  including 
small-business  men,  lawyers,  architects, 
engineers,  dentists,  and  so  forth. 

I  am  opposed  to  socialized  medicine 
and  Government  interference  in  the  ed¬ 
ucation  of  engineers  and  scientists. 

As  of  September  1957  we  had  66.5  mil¬ 
lion  persons  in  paid  employment  in  the 
^United  States  and  the  self-employed 
roup  represents  approximately  10  mil¬ 
lion  persons  or  about  one-sixth  of  out¬ 
working  population.  When  you  realize 
thatVbout  1  out  of  6  working  people  are 
not  gmm  the  opportunity  to  make  ade¬ 
quate  provision  for  their  retirement  it  is 
apparentSthat  this  legislation  is  needed. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  anH.  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3415)\o  encourage  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  volurftery  pension  plans 
by  self-employed  individuals,  introduced 
by  Mr.  Malone,  was  received,  read  twice 
by  its  title,  referred  to  theVCommittee  on 
'Finance,  and  ordered  to  be  pointed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  this  \ct  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Self-Employed  IndivNuals  Re- 
tirement  Act  of  1958.” 

Sec.  2.  Deduction  of  amounts  paid  as\gtire- 
ment  deposits. 

(a)  Part  I  of  subchapter  B  of  chapter  \of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relatir 
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to  the\efinition  of  gross  income,  adjusted 
gross  income,  and  taxable  income)  is  here¬ 
by  amended  by  adding  to  section  62  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new 'paragraph: 

‘•(7)  Deduction  of  amounts  paid  as  retire¬ 
ment  deposits^  The  deduction  allowed  by 
section  217.”  \ 

(b)  Part  VII  of/ubchapter  B  of  chapter  1 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (re¬ 
lating  to  additional  itemized  deductions  for 
individuals)  is  hereby-  amended  by  redesig¬ 
nating  section  217  as  section  218  and  by  in¬ 
serting  after  section  216\^he  following  new 
section : 

“6ec.  217.  Amounts  paid  as\retirement  de¬ 
posits.  \ 

“(a)  General  rule:  In  the  cffse  of  a  self- 
employed  individual,  there  shall '  be  allowed 
as  a  deduction  the  amount  paick  by  him 
within  the  taxable  year  as  a  retirement  de¬ 
posit,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  amount  com¬ 
puted  under  the  provisions  of  subsections 
(b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  this  section.  AmoUfits 
paid  by  a  self-employed  individual  as  a 
tirement  deposit  within  4  V2  months  after  th 
close  of  a  taxable  year  may,  at  the  election 
of  the  taxpayer  (made  under  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate), 
be  treated  as  having  been  paid  on  the  last 
day  of  the  taxable  year. 

"(b)  Limitations:  Except  as  provided  in 
subsections  (c)  and  (d),  the  total  amount 
deductible  under  subsection  (a)  by  any  self- 
employed  individual  for  any  taxable  year 
shall  not  exceed  $5,000  or  10  percent  of  his 
net  earnings  from  self-employment  (as  de¬ 
fined  in  subsection  ( i) ) ,  whichever  is  the 
lesser.  The  aggregate  amounts  deductible 
under  subsection  (a)  for  all  taxable  years 
during  a  self-employed  individual’s  lifetime 
shall  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  20  times 
the  maximum  annual  deduction  allowable  if 
the  foregoing  limitation  expressed  in  terms 
of  dollars  were  the  only  annual  limitation. 

“(c)  Special  rule:  In  the  case  of  any  self- 
employed  individual  who  reached  his  50th 
birthday  before  January  1,  1958,  the  annual 
limit  on  th&amount  deductible  by  him  under 
subsection  (a)  shall  be  increased  over  that 
provided  in  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(b)  by  one-tenth  for  each  full  year  of  his 
age  in  excess  of  50  and  not  in  excess  of  70, 
determined  as  of  January  1,  1958.  The 

increased  deduction  under  this  subsection 
shall  not  apply  to  taxable  years  of  a  self- 
employed  individual  after  the  taxable  year  in 
which  he  reaches  age  70. 

“(d)  Unused  deduction  adjustment. — 

“(1)  Allowance:  The  limit  on  the  amount 
annually  deductible  under  subsection  (a)  as 
determined  under  subsection  (b)  or  (c),  as 
the  case  may  be,  shall  be  increased  in  the 


to  the  first  succeeding  taxable  year.  There 
shall  be  carried  to  each  of  the  other  4  suc¬ 
ceeding  taxable  years  only  so  much  of  such 
unused  deduction  carryover  as  was  not 
availed  of  as  a  deduction  in  1  or  more  of 
the  prior  taxable  years  to  which  such  unused 
deduction  carryover  may  be  carried. 

“(e)  Definition  of  self-employed  indi¬ 
vidual:  The  term  ‘self-employed  individual’ 
as  used  in  this  section  and  in  sections  78, 
79,  405,  6047,  and  6048  means  any  individual 
who  is  subject  to  tax  for  the  taxable  year 
under  section  1401  (imposing  a  tax  on  self- 
employment  income),  or  who  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  tax  for  the  taxable  year  but  for 
paragraph  (4)  (relating  to  ministers  of  a 
church  and  members  of  a  religious  order) 
or  paragraph  (5)  (relating  to  physicians, 
etc.)  of  section  1402  (c).  Notwithstanding 
the  foregoing,  such  term  shall  not  include 
an  individual  otherwise  meeting  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  a  self-employed  individual  who  dur¬ 
ing  the  taxable  year  receives  a  payment 
under,  or  in  respect  of'  whom  during  the 
taxable  year  a  contribution  is  made  or 
treated  as  having  been  made  under,  or  who 
^during  the  taxable  year  or  any  prior  taxable 
iear  received  a  distribution  of  his  interest 
(A)  a  pension,  profit  sharing  or  stock 
bo^ius  plan  of  an  employer  qualifying  under 
sectfbn  401  (a),  or  under  section  165  (a)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1939,  or  (B) 
a  pension  plan  set  up  by  the  United  Stats 
or  any  agency  or  Territory  thereof,  the  1/ 
trict  of  Colombia,  any  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  or  ’'instrumentality  thereof,  0/  any 
organization  described  in  subsection  Ob)  (3) 
of  section  50l' 

“(f)  Definition  of  retirement  deposit:  As 
used  in  this  chapter  the.  term  /retirement 
deposit’  means  a  payment  in  rndney  to  a  re¬ 
stricted  retirement  f\nd  described  in  section 
405  (a),  or  to  a  life  lHsnraiyfe  company  (as 
defined  in  section  801  Aasypremiums  under 
a  restricted  retirement  pglicy.  In  the  case 
of  retirement  deposits  /“paid  as.  premiums 
under  a  restricted  reti/emeVt  policy,  if  the 
policy  provides  for  life-insurance  protection, 
that  portion  of  sucl/remiums'Vhich  (under 
regulations  preserved  by  the  Secretary  or 
his  delegate)  is/ properly  allocaole  to  the 
cost  of  such  life-insurance  protection  shall 
not  be  deductible  under  this  section) 

"(g)  Definition  of  restricted  retirement 
fund :  For  definition  of  ‘restricted  retirenjent 
fund,’  see/ section  405  (a). 

“(h)  definition  of  restricted  retiremehf 
policy/  For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  th< 
term  Restricted  retirement  policy’  means  an 
annuity ,  endowment,  or  life-insurance  con¬ 
tract,  or  combination  thereof,  other  than  a 
rm  insurance  contract,  issued  by  a  life- 
insurance  company  on  the  life  of  an  indi- 


“  ‘  —  . - r  ,  : —  .  insurance  company  on  tne  me  01  an  mai- 

case  of  a  self-employed  individual  having/  vidual  who  during  the  taxable  year  ls  a  self. 
an  unused  deduction  by  an  amount  equajr  employed  individual— 
to  the  excess,  if  any,  of  $5,000  over  the 
amount  deductible  under  subsection  /&) 
without  reference  to  this  subsectiony  but 
not  in  excess  of  the  taxpayer’s  unused  /educ¬ 
tion  adjustment. 

“(2)  Computation:  The  unused  deduction 
adjustments  for  any  taxable  yesir  shall  be 
the  aggregate  of  the  unused  deduction  car 
ryovers 

“(3)  Definition  of  unused  deduction:  For 
purposes  of  this  subsection:'  the  term  ‘un¬ 
used  deduction’  means  the1  excess,  if  any,  of 
(A)  the  amount  which,/  paid  as  a  retire¬ 
ment  deposit,  could  be  deducted  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  by  a  se/employed  individual 
during  the  taxable  year,  over  (B)  the  amount 
so  paid  or  treated  a/having  been  paid  during 
such  year. 

“(4)  Amount^ of  carryover:  If  for  any 
taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 

1957,  a  self-/iployed  individual  has  an  un¬ 
used  deduction,  such  unused  deduction  shall 
be  an  unused  deduction  carryover  for  each 
of  the  succeeding  5  taxable  years.  The  en¬ 
tire  an/unt  of  the  unused  deduction  carry¬ 
over  /r  any  taxable  year  shall  be  carried 


“(1)  in  which  such  self-employed  indi¬ 
vidual  has  complete  ownership  and  with  re¬ 
spect  to  which  such  self-employed  individual, 
in  such  form  and  manner  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate,  has 
notified  the  insurance  company  of  his  in¬ 
tention  to  deduct  premiums  from  gross  in¬ 
come  pursuant  to  and  subject  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  of  section  217  and  has  had  an 
endorsement  to  that  effect  entered  thereon 
as  provided  in  section  6047,  and 

“(2)  which  provides  that  it  shall  be  non- 
assignable  except  as  to  the  right  of  the  in¬ 
sured  (A)  to  designate  one  or  more  bene¬ 
ficiaries  to  receive  the  proceeds  in  the  event 
of  his  death,  or  (B)  to  designate  a  joint, 
survivor,  or  joint  and  survivor  annuitant 
effective  upon  his  reaching  age  65. 

“(i)  Definition  of  net  earnings  from  self- 
employment:  For  purposes  of  this  section 
the  term  ‘net  earnings  from  self -employ¬ 
ment’  means  the  net  earnings  from  self- 
employment  as  defined  in  section  1402  (a), 
but  determined  without  regard  to  paragraphs 
(4)  and  (5)  of  section  1402  (c). 


“(J)  Cross  references:  For  amounts  ir 
cludible  in  taxable  income  with  respect/ 
retirement  deposits  see  sections  78  and/ 

(c)  The  table  of  sections  for  part  yfl  of 
subchapter  B  of  chapter  1  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of’  1954  is  hereby  /nended 
by  striking  out  "Sec.  217.  Cross  r/erences,” 
and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof /ie  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  217.  Amounts  paid  as  /tirement  de¬ 
posits. 

“Sec.  218.  Cross  references/ 

Sec.  3.  Returns  of  life  insurance  companies 
and  banks  with  respect  to  restricted 
retirement  /hides  and  funds. 

(a)  Part  III  of  /bchapter  A  of  chapter 
61  of  subtitle  F  of  tfie  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  (relating/to  information  returns)  is 
hereby  amende/by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following/new  sections: 

‘Sec.  6047. /Returns  of  life  insurance  com¬ 
panies  with  respect  to  re¬ 
stricted  retirement  policies, 
‘(a) /initial  returns:  Every  life  insurance 
compkny,  upon  receiving  notification  from 
a  self-employed  individual  of  his  intention, 
wi,th  respect  to  any  contract  issued  by  said 
Jmpany,  to  deduct  premiums  paid  as  re¬ 
tirement  deposits  pursuant  to  section  217, 
shall  within  60  days  thereafter  endorse  on 
said  contract  the  words  ‘Restricted  Retire¬ 
ment  Policy  Pursuant  to  Section  217  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code’  and  shall  make  a 
return  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate. 

“(b)  Further  return?  Thereafter,  in  the 
event  that — 

“(1)  such  a  contract  is  surrendered  for 
its  cash  value  or  assigned,  or 

“(2)  a  nonforfeiture  option  under  such 
a  contract  (other  than  reduced  paid-up  in¬ 
surance)  becomes  operative,  or 

“(3)  any  part  of  the  cash  value  of  such  a 
contract  is  borrowed  or  advanced  (other 
than  borrowing  or  advance  solely  to  pay  a 
premium  thereon,  in  an  amount  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  1  annual  premium  which  is  repaid 
in  full  within  12  months  following  the  due 
date  of  such  premium) 

such  company  shall  make  a  return  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  or  his  delegate. 

“(c)  Exception:  The  return  provided  for 
under  subsection  (b)  shall  not  be  required 
in  the  case  of  exercise  by  a  self-employed 
^individual  of  any  cash,  loan,  or  nonforfeiture 
alue  to  the  extent  it  had  accrued  on  such 
extract  prior  to  the  time  it  became  a  re- 
strkted  retirement  policy  as  defined  in  sec¬ 
tion'll?  (h). 

“Sec.  N4®-  Returns  of  banks  with  respect  to 
restricted  retirement  funds. 
“Every  sank  which  becomes  a  trustee  or 
custodian  of  a  restricted  retirement  fund 
created  pursuant  to  section  217  shall  file 
such  returns,  \in  such  form  and  at  such 
times,  as  may  oe  prescribed  under  regula¬ 
tions  promulgate^  by  the  Secretary  or  his 
delegate.” 

(b)  The  table  of  sections  for  subpart  B  of 
part  III  of  subchaptenA  of  chapter  61  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Cook  of  1954  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  at  nte  end  thereof  the 
following: 

“Sec.  6047.  Returns  by  life  'insurance  com¬ 
panies  with  respect  to  re¬ 
stricted  retirement,  policies. 

“Sec.  6048.  Returns  by  banks  withu-espect  to 
restricted  retirement  funds.” 

Sec.  4.  Restricted  retirement  funds. 

(a)  Part  I  of  subchapter  D  of  chapteX  1  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (rela\ng 
to  pension,  profit-sharing,  stock  bonus  pla 
etc.)  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at  tfl 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
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PUBLIC  WORKS.  By  a  vote  of  321  to  81,  passed  with  amendments  S.  497,  the  rivers 
ana\harbors  and  flood  control  bill,  including  19  projects  not  included  in  the 
is  reported  by  the  Public  Works  Committee,  pp, 


bill 


3411-73 


17.  TOBACCO. \  The  Tobacco  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  Agriculture /Committee 
H.  R.  11058  to  provide  for  reductions  in  the  acreage  allotment  of  tobacco 
farmers  who  harvest  more  than  one  crop  of  tobacco  in  a  year  from  the  same 
acreage.  p\  D198 


18,  FORESTRY.  The  House  Armed  Services  Committee  ordered  reported  S,  3262,  to 
authorize  Federal  grants  to  construct  Olympic  facilities  for^the  1960  winter 
games  on  Forest  Service  land.  p.  D198 

19,  MEATP ACKERS.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  ordered  reported 
with  amendments  H.  r\  11234,  to  vest  in  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  ’’certain 
jurisdiction  over  meatpackers."  p.  D198 

20,  MEAT  MARKETING.  This  office  has  received  a  limite4  supply  of  a  committee  print, 

"Trends  in  Efficiency  in  Meat  Processing  and  Distribution,"  a  report  from  the 
Consumers  Study  Subcommittee,  House  Agriculture/Committee.  The  subcommittee 
makes  specific  recommendations  as  follows: 


"Technological  and  economic  research  on/problems  involved  in  reducing 

meat  processing  and  distribution  costs/should  be  increased  sharply. 

\ 

"The  Advisory  Committee  on  Livestock'  and  Meat  Marketing  should  be  re¬ 
constituted.  A  majority  of the  menroers  of  an  advisory  committee  on  meat 
marketing  should  have  experience/inx  medium  and  small  meat  processing 
and  distributing  businesses.  Perhaps  there  should  be  separate  committees 
on  livestock  production,  and  nleat  marketing. 

"Research  and  educational  Programs  should  be  undertaken  jointly  by  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  employers  and  employees  to  discover  ways  and  means  of  ac¬ 
celerating  technical  progress  and  cost  reductions  in  meat  processing  and 
distribution. 


"These  great  changed  in  technological  and  economic  forces  in  meat  dis¬ 
tribution  make  ityliighly  desirable  that  a  broad  research  and  experimental 
program  aimed  ah' producing  fundamental  economies  in  meat  processing  and 
distribution  be  undertaken  promptly." 


21.  ROADS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  H.  Res.  50L  to  provide  2  hours  of  debate 
on  H.  R.  9821,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  continuing  construction  of 
highways  including  forest  highways,  roads,  and  trails,  pp.  3473,  ‘343^ 


22.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  Rep.  Barrett  urged  immediate  action  against  unemployment, 
including  tax  reductions  and  removal  "of  all  vestiges  of  the  tight  money 
policy  which  was  the  main  culprit  in  bring  on  the  present  slump. ’\pp. 
3573-4  \ 
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6.  WATfcRSHEDS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  "plans  for  work* 
of  improvement"  in  N.  M. ,  N.  Y.,  Okla. ,  and  Wis.  pp.  3478-81 


7.  ROADS.  'Both  Houses  received  from  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  a  proposed  bill/to 
"amend  ahd  supplement  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956";  to  the  Public  Vlojpks 
CommitteeX  pp.  3478,  3481 


8. 


FARM  TAXES.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  a  resolution  from  the  Hermistony/Ore. , 
Grange  urging  exemption  from  Federal  taxation  for  all  farmers  whose/ annual 
income  is  less  rtian  $3000.  p.  3481 


9.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  \  Sen.  Carlson  stated  that  in  1949  tax  cuts  ahd  easier  credit 
led  to  rapid  increases  in  national  income,  urged  that  the  same  solution  be 
applied  today,  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Recession  Can  Be/Stopped." 
pp.  3488-9  \ 

Sen.  Smith,  N.  J. ,  inserted  2  articles  on  the  economic  situation,  pp, 
3489-91  \ 

Sen.  Douglas  discussed  tne  unemployment  figures  for^Feb.  and  their  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  economic  situation,  and  inserted  a  speech''  by  AFL-CIO  President 
Meany  urging  a  tax  cut  to  fights  recession,  with  whi^Ch  Sen.  Douglas  concurred, 
pp.  35-3-9  \ 

Sen.  Kefauver  discussed  the  economic  situatiojri  and  its  relation  to  the 
monopolistic  practices  in  certain  industries,  ahd  inserted  articles  and  a 
statement  on  business  and  the  economy.  pp,  3519-24 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  editorial  urging  the  Administration  to  come  for¬ 
ward  with  a  unified  fiscal  policy,  including  stopping  the  Treasury's  efforts 
to  emphasize  long-term  financing  of  the  public  debt,  pp.  3569-70 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  articles  criticizing  the  President's  budget  fore¬ 
casts  and  stating  that  steel  output  w^s  dropping  again  after  a  slight  gain, 
pp.  3571-2 


10.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  Con.  Res. 
68,  favoring  the  acceleration  of /civil  construction  programs  for  which  appro¬ 
priations  have  been  made  (S.  R^pt.  1376) .  p.  3580 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  series  of  articles ''analy  zing  our  foreign 
aid  policies  in  Asia.  pp.  /3493-98 


c 


12.  SMALL  FARMS.  Sen.  Morse /inserted  a  letter  he  had  receivedXand  his  reply, 
discussing  the  importance  and  need  for  more  small  farms.  p\3574 


13.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Morse/spoke  in  opposition  to  increased  interest  rptes  for 
housing,  pp.  3574-76 


i-4.  PERSONNEL.  Sen./johnston  criticized  recents  reductions  in  Federal  personnel 

as  harmful  in/the  current  economic  situation,  and  inserted  a  newspaper  article 
on  the  matter,  pp.  3516-17 


15.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  "majority  leader 
announcer!  that  following  action  on  S.  3418,  to  stimulate  residential  con¬ 
struction,  Senate  will  consider  H.  R.  10021,  formula  for  taxing  income  of 
life-insurance  companies,  to  be  followed  by  S.  J.  Res.  162,  to  stay  reduction^ 
in  /Support  prices  or  acreage  allotments,  and  S.  J.  Res.  163,  to  stay  reduction' 
ip/ dairy  price  supports."  p.  D195 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
2d  Session  f 


Report 
No.  1496 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  9821 


March  11,  1958.  Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  O’Neill,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  501 J 

The  Committee,  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  501,  leport  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  1 66 

H.  RES.  501 

[Report  No.  1496] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  11, 1958 

Mr.  O’Neill,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to 

5  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 

6  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 

7  the  construction  of  highways.  After  general  debate,  which 

8  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  two 

9  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 

10  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 

11  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

12  minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 


y 


2 


1  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 

2  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

3  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 

4  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

5  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Mr.  VO’NEILL  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  t\j‘nay.’’ 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  oXthe  bill. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  wa\  taken,  and  there 
were — yeas  321,  nays\il,  not  voting  29, 
as  follows: 

{Roll  No. 

YEAS— 321 


Abernethy 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Allen,  Calif 
Allen,  HI. 
Andersen 
H.  Carl 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Baring 
Barrett 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonner 
Boyle 
Bray 

Brooks.  La. 
Brooks.  Tex. 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Broyhill 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Canfield 

Cannon 

Carnahan 

Carrigg 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Christopher 
Church 
Clark 
Coad 
Collin 
Colmer 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 
Iowa 
Curtin 
Davis,  Ga. 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dawson.  Ill. 
Dawson.  Utah 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Dent 
Denton 
Devereus 
Diggs 
Dingey 
Dixoa 
Dollmger 


Donohue 
Dooley 
Dorn,  N.  Y. 
Dorn,  S.  C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 

Edmondson 

Elliott 

Engle 

Everett 

Evins 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Fino 

Fisher 

Flood 

Forand 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

George 

Glenn 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Gregory 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haley 
Harden 
Harris 


andrum 
Lane 
Lankford 
LeCmnpte 
Lennoi 
Lesinskl 
Libonati'' 
Long 
Loser 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McDonough 
McFall 
McGovern 
Mclntire 
McIntosh 
McMillan 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mack,  Hi. 
Mack,  Wash. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
Matthews 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Miller,  Calif. 
Miller,  Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Mitchell 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 
Morgan 
Morris 


Harrison,  Nebr.  Morrison 


Hays,  Ark. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Healey 

Hebert 

Hemphill 

Herlong 

Heselton 

Hill 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Holifleld 

Holland 

Holmes 

Holt 

Holtzman 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Jennings 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Johnson 
Jones,  Ala 
Jones,  l/o. 
Judd 
Karstfen 
Kearns 
Ke 
relly,  N.  Y. 
leogh 
Kilday 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitchin 
Kluczynski 
Knox 
Knutson 
Krueger 


Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nicholson 
Norblad 
Norrell 
O'Brien,  Ill. 
O'Brien,  N.  Y. 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  Minn. 
O’Konski 
O’Neill 
Osmers 
Passman/ 
Patman 
Patter/bn 
Pelly/ 

Perkins 
Pf/st 
lilbln 
Pilcher 
'Poage 
Polk 
Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Price 
Prouty 
Quie 
Rabaut 
Reece,  Tenn, 
Reed 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riley 
Rivers 

Robeson,  Va. 
Robsion,  Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 


Rogers,  Mass. 

Smith,  Va. 

Vursell 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Spence 

Wainwright 

Rooney 

Springer 

Walter 

Roosevelt 

Staggers 

Watts 

Rutherford 

Stauffer 

Weaver 

Sadlak 

Sullivan 

Westland 

Santangelo 

Talle 

Whltener 

Saund 

Teague,  Tex. 

Whitten 

Saylor 

Teller 

Wier 

Schwengel 

Thomas 

Williams,  Miss. 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Thompson,  La. 

Willis 

Scudder 

Thompson,  N.  J. Wilson,  Calif. 

Seely-Brown 

Thompson,  Tex.  Wilson,  Ind. 

Selden 

Thornberry 

Winstead 

Shelley 

Tollefson 

Wolverton 

Sheppard 

Trimble 

Wright 

Sikes 

Ullman 

Yates 

Siler 

Vanik 

Young 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Van  Pelt 

Younger 

Sisk 

Van  Zandt 

Zablocki 

Smith,  Miss. 

Vinson 

NAYS— 81 

Zelenko 

Abbltt 

Griffin 

Ostertag 

Adair 

Gross 

Pillion 

Alger 

Gwinn 

Poff 

Arends 

Halleck 

Ray 

Ayres 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Harvey 

Riehlman 

Becker 

Haskell 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Betts 

Henderson 

St.  George 

Bosch 

Hess 

Schenck 

J3ow 

Hiestand 

Scherer 

Breeding 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Ohio 
Browpson 
Budge 
Byrnes\Wis. 
Clevenge 
Collier 
Couder*' 
Cramer 
CunninghamJ\ 
Nebr. 

Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dague 
Derounian 
Dwyer 

Frelinghuysen 


Jackson 
Jonas 
Kean 
Kearney 
Keating 
Kilburn 
Lafore 
Laird 
Latham 
Lipscomb 
McCulloch 
.McGregor 
tarshall 
irtin 
Mtflran 
Michel 
Mille\  N. 
Nimtz  ' 


Scrivner 
Sheehan 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Smith,  Calif. 
Smith,  Kans/ 
Taber 

Teague!  C|rtif. 
T^wes 
Thomsofi,  Wyo. 
Tuck  / 

Utt  / 

Vop 
Wharton 
ridnall 
/igglesworth 
''Withrow 


Bolton 
Boykin 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Dempsey 
Dies 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Flyn); 
Fogarty 

So  til 


NOT  VO 
Gordon 
Granajian 
Gra: 

Gre/h,  Pa. 
Hryfdy 
tilings 
ames 
Mumma 
Murray 
Radwan 

bill  was  passed. 


a— 29 

Rains  i 
Roberta 
Scott,  Pa. 
Shuford 
ieminski 
eed 

Tffcylor 
Ud; 

Willil 


s,  N.  Y. 


The/Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs/ 

Buckley  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Ir.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Ir.  Gordon  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 
Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  Radwan. 

Mr.  Roberts  with  Mr.  James. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  Hillings. 

Mr.  Boykin  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Gordon  with  Mr.  Bush. 

Mrs.  Granahan  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
York. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 


3473 


which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolved  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways.  'After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendmept  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Comrilittee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted, 
and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to 
repommit. 


COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  during  the  remainder 
of  the  week  Subcommittee  No.  3  of  the 
House  Select  Committee  on  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  may  sit  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FEDERAL  AID  ROAD  ACT 

Mr.  O’NEILL,  from  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  501,  Rept.  No.  1496), 


THE  UNEMPLOYMENT  SITUATION 

(Mr.  BARRETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
business  recession  in  the  United  States 
continues  to  snowball  as  thousands  of 
additional  wage  earners  are  furloughed 
from  their  jobs.  Many  of  us  have  fore¬ 
seen  the  present  economic  condition,  but 
try  as  we  would,  we  could  not  seem  to 
convince  the  administration  that  the 
situation  was  really  serious. 

It  is  indeed  regrettable  that  millions 
of  people  must  suffer  because  of  this  ad- 
inistration’s  disregard  for  the  average 
rking  man  and  his  family.  These 
people  certainly  are  not  to  blame  for  this 
recession.  They  want  to  work  and  pro¬ 
vide  uncomfortable  way  of  life  for  their 
loved  opes,  but  just  how  can  they  when 
they  can  not  find  jobs. 

The  citX  of  Philadelphia  has  been 
hard-hit  by 'this  recession.  I  personally 
know  of  thmjsands  of  families  in  my 
Congressional  ^District  who  are  having  a 
difficult  time  making  ends  meet.  I  have 
tried  to  help  thesfe  men  and  women  ob¬ 
tain  other  employntent — and  it  is  a  diffi¬ 
cult  task  because  thXie  just  are  not  any 
job  to  be  had  for  loveSnor  money. 
x  When  the  administration  announced 
its  intentions  to  economtee,  I  knew  we 
were  heading  for  some  difficult  times. 
One  by  one  the  Federal  installations  in 
Philadelphia  notified  their  ^employees 
rthat  a  reduction  in  force  oX  present 
operating  personnel  was  necessary  for 
economic  reasons.  These  agenciesSJiow- 
ever,  assured  their  personnel  that\hey 
would  be  placed  in  other  positions)  in 
other  Government  agencies  in  the  are 
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While  His  true  some  were  absorbed  by 
attrition\the  majority  were  turned  out 
in  the  streets  to  fend  for  themselves. 
Many  of  twfese  unfortunate  victims  had 
more  than  15Vears  of  Government  serv¬ 
ice  to  their  credit.  They  still  have  not 
found  work  and\re  depending  on  public 
assistance  grants  N  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation. 

Unemployment  iri\January  rose  by 
more  than  1  million  ’and  today  over  5 
million  citizens  are  ouk  of  i°bs-  And 
there  are  2  million  or  moN  wage  earners 
who  are  really  half  employed  because 
they  are  working  only  2  or  3  days  a  week. 
With  salaries  cut  off  or  reduced,  these 
people  face  stark  economic  privation  un¬ 
less  we  pass  some  constructive  legislation 
within  the  next  month  or  so 

I  believe  this  economic  slump  demands 
the  full  attention  of  our  President  aiad 
this  administration,  but  in  all  honesty 
Mr.  Eisenhower,  I  must  say  that  I  do 
not  think  he  is  completely  aware  of  the » 
seriousness  of  the  situation.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  he  has  received  bad  advice  from 
his  economic  and  financial  observers, 
who  are  deliberately  hiding  the  truth 
from  him. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  time  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  stop  catering 
to  the  rich-,  the  big  bankers,  the  big-busi¬ 
ness  men,  and  devote  some  time  and 
efforts  to  the  average  Americans.  It  is 
still  not  too  late  providing,  of  course, 
that  immediate  steps  are  taken.  In¬ 
stead  of  hoping  the  economy  will  some¬ 
how  revive  itself,  these  officials  should 
unite  with  the  Congress  in  undertaking 
a  bold  economic  program  to  get  rid  of 
unemployment  and  get  us  out  of  this 
recession. 

Although  I  hope  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  will  join  with  us,  I  do  not  think  the 
Congress  can  take  the  risk  of  waiting. 
We  must  act  now  to  prevent  this  reces¬ 
sion  from  spiraling  further  downward. 
We  have  learned  a  lot  about  our  econ¬ 
omy  and  we  know  that  we  do  not  need  to 
sit  idly  by  and  see  it  toboggan  to  lower 
and  lower  levels  of  activity. 

For  one  thing,  we  should  immediately 
cut  taxes  substantially  so  that  we  can 
increase  the  purchasing  power  of  th 
consumer.  This  is  the  best  way  to 
crease  the  market  for  the  goods  of  in¬ 
dustry. 

Second,  we  should  prevail  up6n  the 
Federal  Reserve  Board  to  go  even  fur¬ 
ther  in  removing  all  vestiges  of  the  tight 
money  policy  which  was  tb£  main  cul¬ 
prit  in  bringing  on  the  present  slump. 

We  must  pass  special  legislation  to 
take  care  of  all  depressed  economic 
areas. 

We  must  undertake  an  immediate  pro¬ 
gram  of  public  works.  This  will  stimu¬ 
late  our  econom/,  provide  increased  em¬ 
ployment  and /fiso  increase  our  national 
stock  of  desi/able  and  useful  community 
projects. 

These  sd-e  but  a  few  steps  we  can  and 
must  tyke.  Gentlemen,  I  cannot  im¬ 
press y'ipon  you  more  the  urgency  for  im¬ 
mediate  action.  This  recession  must  be* 
Sped  in  its  tracks  before  it  becomes 
-fledged  Hoover-type  depression. 


TO  ESTABLISH  A  UNITED  STATES 
FOREIGN  SERVICE  ACADEMY 

(Mr.  RODINO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  American  people  is  now 
being  focused  on  proposals  for  a  summit 
meeting  with  the  Soviets.  In  our  con¬ 
cern  with  this  problem  we  may  overlook 
the  State  of  our  diplomatic  relations  far 
below  the  summit,  on  the  level  of  the 
day-to-day  work  of  our  Foreign  Service 
officers.  The  United  States  is  today  a 
superpower  with  responsibilities  that 
girdle  the  globe,  but  we  are  limping  along 
with  a  Foreign  Service  that  is  equipped 
to  serve  a  minor  power  with  only  limited 
interests  in  the  world  beyond  its  own 
shores.  It  is  not  simply  a  question  of 
giving  more  ambassadorial  posts  to  pro¬ 
fessional  foreign  service  men  rather  than 
to  political  appointees  within  the  foreign 
rvice  corps  itself,  there  is  a  critical  lack 
oK  American  experts  on  the  languages 
anckpeople  of  the  Middle  East  and  all  of 
Asia\It  is  a  shocking  truth  that  all  too 
many  V  our  .  diplomatic  representatives 
are  unable  even  to  speak-  the  language 
of  the  country  in  which  they  are  sta¬ 
tioned.  They  are  highly  capable  people 
who  work  with  the  utmost  dedication. 
But  they  work  in  foreign  lands  about 
which  many  oNdhem  know  Uttle.  It  is 
for  these  reasons  that  I  call  on  both 
houses  of  CongresMo  take-4teps  to  build 
a  more  highly  skilled  And  effectively 
trained  diplomatic  ctapps.  Specifically, 
my  resolution,  H.  R- \4420,  urges  the 
establishment  of  a  Unitell  States  Foreign 
Service  Academy,  Similar  the  military, 
naval,  and  air  academies. 

The  bill  provides  for  the 'location  of 
the  Academy^  in  or  near  Washington, 
D.  C„  undey  the  supervision  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of/State.  It  is  to  offer  a' 4 -year 
course  Jdading  to  the  bachelors  degree. 
Entrance  would  be  based  on  competitive 
examinations.  Instruction  at  the  Acad¬ 
emy  would  give  special  emphasis  to  th< 
tory,  sociology,  government,  and  lan- 
uage  of  the  nations  in  which  the  diplo¬ 
matic  cadets  elect  to  serve.  There  would 
be  a  substantial  period  of  time  set  aside 
for  field  training  in  these  particular  for¬ 
eign  countries.  The  cadets,  or  students, 
would  be  entitled  to  quarters  and  subsist- 
tence.  Upon  graduation  they  would  be 
given  preference  when  the  original  ap¬ 
pointments  to  the  Foreign  Service  are 
made.  A  Board  of  Visitors  consisting  of 
5  members  from  each  of  the  congres¬ 
sional  committees  on  foreign  affairs 
would  perform  the  same  function  as  the 
Board  of  Visitors  to  the  United  States 
Military  Academy. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  formation  of 
this  Academy  will  make  a  substantial 
contribution  to  improving  the  quality  of 
our  diplomatic  corps.  It  will  help  pro¬ 
vide  the  country  with  a  gradually  ex¬ 
panding  pool  of  trained  specialists  so 
vital  to  the  effective  conduct  of  foreign 
relations  today.  It  may  be  able  to  raise 
the  level  of  instruction  received  by  fu¬ 
ture  Foreign  Service  officers  studying  in 
other  American  universities  by  establish¬ 


ing  a  highly  competent  and  relevant 
standard  of  teaching  at  the  Academyv 
The  provision  of  quarters  and  subsist 
ence  will  enable  many  of  our  bright 
young  men  and  women  to  enter  the/Qip- 
lomatic  corps  who  might  otherwise  be 
barred  from  it  because  they  cannot  af¬ 
ford  a  college  education  at  a  private  uni¬ 
versity.  Finally,  the  establishment  of 
the  Foreign  Service  Academy  should  help 
to  gain  a  wider  acceptance  of  the  diplo¬ 
mat  in  American  society  and  an  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  important  service  he  per¬ 
forms  for  all  of  us. 

The  job  of  representing  the  United 
States  in  foreign  lands  requires  both 
generalists,  those  with  a  broad  back¬ 
ground  and  /specialists  in  particular 
geographic  /areas.  Modern  diplomacy 
and  the  international  responsibility  of 
the  United  States  combine  to  make  this 
so.  Diplomats  are  the  eyes  and  ears 
of  our  Government  abroad.  Their  ob¬ 
servations  provide  important  facts  and 
analysis  needed  by  the  Executive  in 
laking  our  foreign  policy.  Moreover, 
''these  men  and  women  serve  as  inter¬ 
preters  of  American  life  and  policies  to 
the  people  of  the  foreign  country  in 
which  they  are  stationed.  This  is  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  routine  but  necessary  as¬ 
sistance  they  render  American  travel¬ 
lers,  businessmen,  and  professional 
people  temporarily  resident  in  the  coun¬ 
try.  On  top  of  it  all  there  is  the  basic 
function  of  diplomacy  which  is  to 
achieve  a  firm  understanding  of  the 
points  of  agreement  and  difference  be¬ 
tween  nations  and  through  negotiations 
to  accommodate  these  differences  when¬ 
ever  possible.  All  of  these  tasks  have 
traditionally  been  performed  by  gener¬ 
alists.  But  the  rapid  changes  in  the 
structure  of  international  politics  in  the 
last  20  years  and  in  the  role  the  United 
States  plays  in  the  world  have  changed 
all  this,  and  created  a  need  for  trained 
specialists  as  well  as  generalists. 

Until  the  Second  World  War  interna¬ 
tional  relations  usually  meant  relations 
v  within  Europe,  or  at  most,  relations  be¬ 
tween  European  countries,  the  United 
ites,  and  Japan.  The  Second  World 
Wa\  was  the  first  truly  world  war  and 
international  relations  have  become 
world 'politics.  The  United  States  be¬ 
came  aS^uperpower  with  foreign  policy 
interests  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  This 
means  the\United  States  needs  people 
who  can  spftak  the  languages  and  who 
know  the  people  of  the  Middle  East, 
southeast  Asia/\East  Asia,  and  parts  of 
Africa  as  well  as  Europe.  The  simple 
truth  is  that  we  \on't  have  enough  of 
them. 

Today  the  geographical  area  specialist 
has  come  into  his  ownSand  has  become 
the  backbone  of  an  effective  Foreign 
Service.  Our  foreign  relations  have  be¬ 
come  highly  complex  and  involve  con¬ 
tacts  with  more  than  80  different  states. 
Our  diplomatic  staffs  in  the  capitals  of 
the  more  important  countries  must  in¬ 
clude  experts  on  the  economics,  politics, 
and  military  affairs  of  the  particularuia- 
tion  and  on  cultural  and  public  relations. 
The  State  Department  is  now  again  plai 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  passed  measure  to  freeze  acreage 
(including  dairy  price  supports)  .  Rejected  a  measure 
supports.  Sen.  Proxmire  in: 
n,ies  with  him.  House  committee  ordered  reported  bif 
jility  in  price  supports  for  extra-long  staple  cotto 
grant  relief  to  certain  farmers  Who  overplanted  wheat 
futures  trading;  authorize  roadappropriations.  Rep. 
farm  income  statements. 


allotments  and  price  supports 
to  freeze  only  dairy  price 
declining  to  debate  farm  is- 
to  authorize  additional  flex- 
House  passed  bill§  to: 
allotments ;  prohibit  onion 
Reiles  criticized  Secretary's 


SENATE  4 


1.  PRICE  SUPPORTS;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed,  by  a  vote  of  50  to  43,  S.  J.  Res, 
162,  to  prohibit/ any  reduction  in  price  supports  or  acreage  allotments  for  any 
commodity,  except  tobacco,  below  1957  levels,  (pp.  3790-3837)  (See\]Digest  37 
for  fuller  explanation  of  the  resolution.) 


2.  DAIRY  PRICE/ SUPPORTS,  Rejected,  by  a  vote  of  43  to  50,  S.  J.  Res.  163,  to^pro- 
hibit  ary/  reduction  in  support  prices  for  dairy  products.  (pp.  3837-44)  I± 
was  explained  during  debate  on  this  measure  that  S.  J.  Res.  162,  which  had  bteen 
passed  earlier,  prohibited  reductions  in  dairy  price  supports,  and  thus  this 
resjAution  was  not  necessary  for  the  purpo&e  intended. 
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ARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  the  Secretary’s  letter  to  him  declinii 

debate  farm  issues  with  him,  and  expressed  disappointment  that  the  Secretary 
declined,  p.  3773 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  critical  of  proposals  that  more  fatrners 
should  leave  the  farm  as  an  aid  in  solving  the  problem  of  over- production  of 
farm  cdmmodities.  p.  3787 

Sen.  Birksen  inserted  the  text  of  a  publication  by  this  Departp^nt ,  ’’Facts 
About  Price  Supports,"  including  tabular  material  on  the  costs 
programs , 


p^  3884-85 


price  support 


4.  ROADS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  S.  3414, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  roads. 


icy  Committee  ordered 
the  Export  Control  Act. 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and 

reported  S.  3093,  toxextend  for  an  additional  2  yeai 
p.  D207 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  recent  address  he  made  suggesting  ways  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  foreign  aid  program,  including  extensiori  of  Public  Law  480.  dd. 
3788-90  \  / 

6.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak.,  inserted^abular  material  summarizing  un¬ 

expended  and  unobligated  balances  for  public  works  programs  by  agencies, 
pp.  3782-83 


7.  CONTRACTS.  Both  Houses  received  frop\the  Secretary  of  Defense  a  proposed  bill 
to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  or 195sL  for  2  years;  to  H.  Ways  and  Means  and 
S.  Finance  Committees,  pp.  37474  3750  ' 


8,  VIRGIN  ISLANDS.  Received  from  GAO  a  reporr  on  review  of  selected  activities  of 
the  Government  of  the  Virgiri  Islands,  p.  3750 


9.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Mansfield  expressed  pleasure  \hat ,  according  to  an  article 
he  recently  read,  the  ,, Administration  plans  to  submit  to  Congress  a  request  for 
funds  for  the  Helena  Valley  irrigation  project,  add  the  Fort  Peck-Dawson  Co. 
power  transmission  line.  p.  3759 
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c: 


10'  "  aS  rP°rted  "•  R-  U086’  t0  «ranc  relief  £V  penalties  of 

certain  farmers  who  overplanted  their  wheat  acreage  allotments,  pp.  3693-4 


11.  ONION  FUTURES.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  376,  to  prohibit  futures  traH-f™ 
onions  (pp.  3694-5  3696-3713).  Rep.  Mclmire-'.'LeTdSnt  toXl^  Ir^ 

stricken  on  a  point  of  order  (p.  3706-7).  Agreed  to  Rep. 

fo*  37081  *  ar,  nenj  1°  aU°"  eXlstlng  £“tnres  contracts  to  remainyalid 
(p.  3708).  Rejected  Rep.  Krueger's  motion  to  recommit  the  bill  (p  3713) 


ir.  COTTON.  The  Cotton  Subcommittee  ordered  reported  to  the  Agriculture  Committee 

.  R.  11399  (introduced  by  Rep.  Gathings)  ,  to  authorize  additional  flexiBilitv 
in  price  supports  for  long-staple  cotton,  p.  D208  flexibility 


13.  ROADS  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  9821,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  Federal 

trails^  T.  tmdB  £°r  ^ 
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The  note  in  the  mailbox  was  from  a 
Government  employee.  The  note  reads 
in  patrt: 

Walter  Reuther  recommends  a  moratorium 
on  tax  collections. 

Why  doesn’t  he  and  other  labor  union 
czars  declare,  a  moratorium  on  the  collection 
of  union  dues,  COPE  fund  grabs,  assess¬ 
ments,  welfare  junds,  etc.? 

After  all,  the  Wilon  treasuries  are  bulging 
with  surplus  fund 

The  Government  broke — $275  billion  plus 
in  hock. 

Seems  the  union  \reasuries  can  afford 
the  luxury  of  a  90-day  moratorium  more  than 
the  Federal  Treasury. 

A  Government  Employee. 

I  hope  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  will  ask  Mr.  ReutheiS  about  that, 
because  it  seems  quite  helpfulh 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mrs.  Rogers! 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  revise 
and  extend  her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr} 
Speaker,  what  is  being  done  today  to  me 
just  does  not  make  sense,  and  our  na¬ 
tional  defense  is  in  jeopardy.  They  are 
r.  i.  f.’ing  or  separating  personnel  out  of 
Government  departments;  they  are  clos¬ 
ing  down  hospitals;  they  are  cutting 
down  on  arsenals  and  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  then  they  are  going  out  and 
giving  employment  somewhere  else,  tak¬ 
ing  it  away  from  one  person  or  a  lot  of 
people  in  one  community  and  putting 
them  on  unemployment  insurance  or  re¬ 
lief  and  giving  it  to  another  community. 
It  disrupts  in  the  end  both  communities. 
It  is  extremely  unfair  and  cruel,  and  I 
think  really  dishonest.  People  do  not 
realize  that  the  Government  is  so  big 
today  that  often  they  do  not  know  the 
result  of  what  they  are  doing  in  financial 
or  social  economy.  All  of  us  have  had 
this  experience  in  the  past  in  connection 
with  Government  installations.  People 
have  been  dropped;  hospitals  have  been 
closed ;  arsenals  have  lost  work  and  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  they  must  be  kept  open  and 
running  to  be  prepared  in  case  of  an 
emergency.  Keeping  the  arsenals  open 
is  literally  a  lifesaving  matter.  If  you 
do  not  have  trained  engineers,  trained 
scientists,  trained  workers,  one  cannot 
have  immediate  or  safe  production  , or 
security. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker;/ 1  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was/ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  Was  laid  on  the 
table. 

COMPLETION  OF  THE  INTER- AMER¬ 
ICAN  Highway 

Mr.  DELANEY  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  495  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  CJ^rk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  Rouse  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
lion  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 


(H.  R.  7870)  to  amend  the  act  of  July  1, 
1955,  to  authorize  an  additional  $10  million 
for  the  completion  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 
be  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to 
exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen]  and  at  this 
time  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  reading  of  the 
resolution  indicated,  this  resolution 
makes  in  order  the  bill  H.  R.  7870,  which 
amends  Public  Law  129  of  the  84th  Con¬ 
gress  by  providing  an  additional  $10  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter- 
terican  Highway.  The  resolution 
rides  for  an  open  rule  and  2  hours  of 
general  debate.  I  know  of  no  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  resolution.  I  do  not  know 
what  may  happen  when  we  take  up  the 
bill-  \  / 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  at.t.En  of  Illinois.  Mf\  Speaker, 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was/agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  /  \ 

— r — 

LOWER  RIO  6RANDE  REHABILITA¬ 
TION  PR90ECT,  texas, Mercedes 

DIVISIC 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
directiqn  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  494  and  ask  for 
its  .immediate  consideration. 

le  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
Allows :  's 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
5309)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  construct,  rehabilitate,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  lower  Rio  Grande  rehabilita¬ 
tion  project,  Texas,  Mercedes  division.  After 
general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to 
the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  1  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Allen!  ,  and  at  this  time 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 


Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  494 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of 
H.  R.  5309,  the  Rio  Grande  rehabilita¬ 
tion  project,  Texas.  The  resolution 
provides  for  an  open  rule  and  1  hour  of 
general  debate.  / 

The  bill  authorizes  $10,100,00,/  on  the 
basis  of  January  1957  prices'  for  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  existing  irrigation 
works  for  the  Mercedes  division  of  the 
Rio  Grande  project,  including  repair  or 
replacement  of  deteriorated  canal  lin¬ 
ings,  overhauling  of  river-pumping 
plants,  rehabilitation'' of  inadequate  irri¬ 
gation  and  drainage  structures,  and 
construction  of  access  roads  for  main¬ 
tenance  purposes. 

The  entire  cost  is  allocable  to  irriga¬ 
tion  and  with  the  exception  of  $22,000 
already  contributed  by  the  district  for 
investigation  costs,  is  reimbursable.  The 
bill  is  amended  to  make  perfectly  clear 
that  the  cost  is  to  be  repaid  in  accord¬ 
ance,  with  the  district’s  repayment  abil¬ 
ity  within  a  period  of  40  years.  Studies 
indicate  that  the  district  will  be  able  to 
repay  in  a  much  shorter  period.  The 
committee  also  amended  the  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  payment  of  interest  by  sin¬ 
gle  owners  of  lands  in  excess  of  present 
reclamation  law. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  rehabilitation 
of  this  project  will  save  approximately 
$100,000  annually  in  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  costs  and  that 
agricultural  income  will  be  increased 
substantially. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  494. 

Mr.  ALIEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  


HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  501  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9821)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 
continued  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amend¬ 
ments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the 
previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
resolution  makes  in  order  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  usual  biennial  authorization 
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for  construction  of  highways.  I  know  of 
no  controversy  on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen]. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  reserve  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


TRADING 


PROHIBITING  FUTU 
IN  ONIONi 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  SpeaVer,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itsell  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  376)  to  amend  thdsCom- 
modity  Exchange  Act  to  prohibit  trading 
in  onion  futures  in  commodity  \x- 
changes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  376,  with  Mr. 
Aspinall  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose  of  this  bill 
is  to  amend  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Act  so  as  to  prohibit  futures  trading  in 
onions.  Because  of  the  limited  time 
available  for  debate,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
intend’ to  take  only  a  few  minutes  and 
then  to  ask  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho  [Mrs.  Pfost]  the  author  of  the 
bill,  and  others  who  are  more  closely 
concerned  in  -  this  matter,  to  give  the 
House  such  detailed  explanation  as  they 
deem  necessary. 

Onion  futures  contracts  are  traded  on 
only  two  exchanges  in  the  United 
States — the  Chicago  Mercantile  Ex¬ 
change  and  the  New  York  Merchantile 
Exchange.  The  Chicago  Exchange 
started  trading  in  onion  futures  con¬ 
tracts  in  1942  and  the  great  bulk  of  the 
onion  futures  trading  is  still  conducted 
on  that  market.  The  New  York  Ex¬ 
change  came  into  the  onion  business  in 
1946  and  does  a  relatively  small  amount 
of  trading  in  this  commodity. 

For  the  past  several  years  there  has,, 
been  a  growing  conviction  among  oniop 
producers  that  price  variations  in  the 
onion  futures  market  have  been  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  the  cash  price  of/their 
product.  Violent  fluctuations  jfi  the 
futures  price  of  onions  have  tended  to 
substantiate  the  position  tak/n  by  the 
growers. 

In  1950,  for  example,  thh  March  fu¬ 
ture  on  the  Chicago  Mercantile  Ex¬ 
change  ranged  from  a  hjgh  of  $1.28  to  a 
low  of  44  cents  for  a  ,60 -pound  bag  of 
onions  during  the  month  of  March. 

In  1951  the  rang y  was  from  77  cents 
to  $2.07. 

In  1956,  the  A/tarch  future  ranged 
from  a  seasonal  high  of  $2.75  per  50- 
pound  bag  to JS4:  cents  on  March  1,  1956, 
and  a  low  oylO  cents  per  bag  on  Mai'ch 
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Price  movements  of  this  sort  cannot  be 
attributed  to  supply  and  demand.  It  is 


clear  that  speculation,  and  in  some  in¬ 
stances  manipulation,  has  been  a  domi¬ 
nant  factor. 

Until  1955,  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Authority — which  regulates  trading  in 
commodity  futures  in  the  United 
States — had  no  authority  to  regulate 
trading  in  onion  futures.  In  1955,  how¬ 
ever,  the  Agriculture  Committee  reported 
and  the  Congress  enacted  a  bill  placing 
onion  futures  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Commodity  Exchange  Authority. 
This  bill  became  law  on  July  26,  1955. 

This  was  recognized  at  the  time  as  a 
temporizing  measure  which  might  not 
produce  any  affirmative  results.  Trad¬ 
ing  in  potato  futures  had  been  under  the 
CEA  since  1936  but,  nevertheless,  condi¬ 
tions  in  the  potato  futures  market  were 
such  that  the  protests  of  potato  pro¬ 
ducers  against  the  futures  market  were 
almost  as  loud  as  those  of  onion  pro¬ 
ducers  against  the  futures  market  in 
theii:  commodity. 

Accordingly,  on  October  27,  1955,  I 
ipointed  a  special  subcommittee  under 
chairmanship  of  Hon.  George  M, 
GrXnt,  of  Alabama,  to  study  the  effect 
of  futures  trading  on  the  supplies  and 
the  prices  of  onions  and  potatoes. 

That\j committee  held  hearings  ap 
Presque  !E§le,  Maine,  on  December  6  and 
7,  1955;  at  Chicago,  Ill.,  on  March/24, 
1956;  and  ih.  Washington  on  May  Ip,  17, 
18,  and  22, 195 

After  hearirigtestimony  not  only  from 
producers  and  Nrepresentative/  of  the 
Commodity  Exchanges,  but  from  farm 
organizations  and  k  numbenof  disinter¬ 
ested  witnesses,  the  subconfmittee  issued 
its  report  in  September  1956. 

This  report  said  in\substance,  first, 
thap  the  basic  economic  activity  involved 
is  the  physical  prodUctioriSand  distribu¬ 
tion  of  onions  and  potatoes,  not  the 
trading  in  futures  contracts!,  for  these 
commodities;  second,  that  gyrations  of 
the  futures  market  have  at  tunes  ad¬ 
versely  affectea  the  cash  price  of 'onions 
and  potatoes;  and,  third,  that  unless  fu¬ 
tures  markets  can  be  operated  in  such  a 
was  as  t</ prevent  injury  to  the  produc¬ 
ers  of  these  commodities,  futures  trading 
in  such  commodities  should  be  pro¬ 
hibited  altogether. 

lere  was  a  period  of  relative  stability 
the  onion  futures  market  following 
die  issuance  of  this  report  but  about  the 
first  of  February  1957,  bullish  activity 
began  on  the  onion  futures  mai’ket  and 
sent  the  price  up  from  $1.15  on  January 
8  to  $2.20  per  50  pound  bag  on  February 
4.  Thereafter,  the  reaction  set  in  sharp¬ 
ly  and  by  February  25,  March  futines 
had  dropped  to  87  cents  per  bag. 

These  gyrations  set  off  a  new  wave  of 
producer  demands  for  the  complete  pro¬ 
hibition  of  trading  in  onion  futures  and 
hearings  were  set  on  this  bill  and  sev¬ 
eral  similar  bills. 

Testimony  at  these  hearings  was  of 
unusually  high  caliber.  Witnesses  were 
almost  equally  divided  between  those  ad¬ 
vocating  abolition  of  futui-es  trading  in 
onions  and  those  who  opposed  such  ac¬ 
tion.  In  addition  to  testimony  of  those 
directly  interested  in  the  proceedings, 
independent  studies  of  the  relationship 
between  the  futures  market  and  the  cash 
price  of  onions  were  made  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  committee  by  the  Com¬ 


modity  Exchange  Authority  and  the, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  of  tl 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

These  studies  and  the  testimony*'  of 
witnesses  for  both  sides  in  this  contro¬ 
versy  substantiated  at  least  the  follow¬ 
ing  conclusions: 

First.  In  spite  of  any  improvements 
in  trading  practices  which:  may  be 
brought  about  by  the  Confmodity  Ex¬ 
change  Authority  or  by  Action  of  the 
Exchanges  themselves,  violent  fluctua¬ 
tions  in  the  onion  futures  market  can 
still  take  place  without  any  relationship 
to  supply  and  demand  factors. 

Second.  Although7  these  gyrations  of 
the  futures  market  may  not  affect  the 
long-run  or  season  average  cash  pii.ce  of  * 
onions,  thei’e  ye  no  doubt  that  they  do 
affect  the  caap  piice  over  short  periods 
of  time  and/have  a  pronounced  effect  on 
the  cash  o/iion  market,  frequently  at  the 
very  moinent  when  the  bulk  of  onions 
are  moxnng  to  mai-ket. 

Thhd.  While  there  is  some  use  of  the 
onion  futures  market  for  hedging  pur¬ 
poses,  it  is  clear  that  the  volume  of 
sdging  in  this  commodity  is  far  lighter 
lan  that  in  many  other  commodities 
and  that  a  disproportionately  large  part 
of  onion  futures  buying  and  selling  is 
pure  speculation. 

It  may  be  argued  that  the  complete 
prohibition  of  futres  trading  in  onions 
is  drastic  action,  and  I  agree  that  it  is. 
But  if  trading  in  onion  futures  cannot 
be  handled  in  such  a  way  as  to  protect 
the  interests  of  both  the  speculators  and 
the  onion  producers — as  apparently  it 
cannot — then  I  submit  that  our  interest 
should  be  to  protect  the  growers  of  this 
commodity  rather  than  the  speculators. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  5  minutes 
to  the  author  of  H.  R.  376,  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Pfost]. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chaii'man,  I  wish  to 
call  to  the  attention  of  the  Membei-s  of 
the  House,  the  fact  that  my  bill,  H.  R. 
376,  has  the  wholehearted  support  of  at 
least  95  percent  of  the  onion  growers  and 
shippers  in  the  country. 

I  have  no  quai'rel  with  the  principle  of 
futures  trading.  I  am  well  aware  of  the 
vfact  that  trading  in  storable,  nonperish- 
ible  commodities  renders  a  real  economic 
service.  But  futures  trading  in  onions, 
because  of  the  small  volume  and  perish-, 
ableNnature  of  the  crop  is  not  an  eco- 
nomic^ool,  but  a  gambling  device  for  pro¬ 
fessional  speculators. 

Mr.  chaii-man,  the  onion  industry  is 
not  seekin\  a  subsidy  or  any  other  type 
of  Government  relief.  Its  membei-s  are 
simply  asking^  control  their  own  prod¬ 
uct.  They  are\requesting  that  they  be 
freed  of  the  menace  of  onion  futures 
trading  which  hasNaeen  forced  upon  them 
without  their  consent.  They  want  to 
operate  under  the  laVof  supply  and  de¬ 
mand — rather  than  mader  the  fevex'ish 
manipulations  of  speculators  in  a  mer¬ 
cantile  exchange  hundreds  of  miles 
across  the  country.  I  do  not  think  this 
is  an  unreasonable  request.  'lam  sure  it 
is  one  that  this  body  will  recognize  as 
wholly  valid  and  honorable.-  ask  a 
favoi-able  vote  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chaii'man,  when’ we  allow  tiding 
in  onion  futures,  we  condone  a  practice 
which  takes  away  from  onion  producers 
and  shippers  the  right  to  control  the 
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*29,  84th  Congress) ,  Is  amended  by  striking 
out  “$25,730,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  ‘•$35,730,000.” 

Vhe  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  will  rise. 

Alccordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  \kard,  chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  tha  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union\  reported  that  that  Committee 
having\had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  17870)  to  amend  the  act  of  July 
1,  1955,  \to  authorize  an  additional  $10 
million  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter- 
American'  Highway,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  495,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading)  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time.  \  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  trie  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  \ 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  \  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  or  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  billWS.  2120),  a  similar 
bill  to  H.  R.  5309,  wriich  was  passed  this 
afternoon.  \ 

The  Clerk  read  the 'title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  kentleman  from 
Colorado?  A 

There  was  no  objection 
Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  strike  out  all  after  \the  enacting 
clause  of  S.  2120  and  insert?  the  language 
of  the  bill  H.  R.  5309  as  passed. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read 
a  third  time,  was  read  the  'third  time, 
and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  'reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table.  "  \ 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  vacate  Vhe  pro¬ 
ceedings  whereby  the  bill  H.  R.  $309  was 
passed  and  lay  that  bill  on  the  %ible. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj edition? 
There  was  no  objection.  \ 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  A  ask 
unanimpus  consent  that  I  may  inseVt  in 
my  remarks  in  Committee  of  the  Whole 
on  the  bill  H.  R.  9821  a  statement  shew¬ 
ing  the  apportionment  to  the  StatesVof 
the  Federal  aid  to  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  extensions.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection?  \ 
There  was  no  objection. 

- ==SBB  1  1 

FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 
Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  9821,  with 
Mr.  Miller  of  California  in  the  chair. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour;  and  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor], 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  make  a  brief  explanatory  state¬ 
ment  concerning  H.  R.  9821,  which  au¬ 
thorizes  certain  appropriations  for  fiscal 
years  1960  and  1961  for  roads  and  streets 
on  the  Federal  aid  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  systems  and  urban  extensions 
thereof,  and  for  the  so-called  public  do¬ 
main  roads. 

This  legislation,  approved  by  your 
committee  after  public  hearings  and 
earnest  study,  constitutes  the  regular, 
familiar  biennial  authorization  for  these 
Federal-aid  programs. 

There  is  nothing  new  or  startling  in 
this  bill.  It  includes  no  departures  from 
established  principles.  It  is  completely 
in  line  with  past  policy. 

We  have  kept  this  bill  simple  in  scope 
and  free  from  controversial  issues. 

It  continues  the  traditional  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  Federal  aid  for  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  highways — which  we 
now  commonly  refer  to  as  the  ABC  pro¬ 
gram;  stepping  up  funds  modestly  and 
at  the  exact  rate  of  increase  approved 
2  years  ago  in  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 

The  1956  act  established  these  ABC 
authorizations:  Fiscal  year  1957,  $825 
million;  1958,  $850  million;  1959,  $875 
million. 

The  bill  before  the  House  today  con¬ 
tinues  this  rate  of  mild  increases,  pro¬ 
viding  authorizations  for  fiscal  year  1960 
of  $900  million  and  for  1961  of  $925 
million. 

These  authorizations  of  Federal  funds 
will  be  apportioned  to  the  States  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  according  to  the 
existing  distribution  formula  based  on 
one-third  population,  one-third  area, 
and  one-third  mileage. 

The  increases  in  authorizations  follow 
the  intent  of  the  House  as  expressed  in 
the  highway  bill  as  it  passed  the  House 
in  April  1956.  At  that  time  the  House 
approved  this  language: 

Recognizing  it  to  be  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est  to  foster  and  accelerate  the  construction 
of  a  safe  and  efficient  system  of  Federal-aid 
highways  in  each  State,  it  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  the  intent  of  Congress  progressively 
to  increase  the  annual  sums  herein  author¬ 
ized,  for  construction  of  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  systems 
and  approved  extensions  thereof  in  urban 
areas,  by  amounts  which  in  each  succeeding 
year  shall  provide  an  increase  over  the  total 
amounts  authorized  for  each  immediately 
preceding  year  of  not  less  than  $25  million, 
commencing  with  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  continuing  such  progression  in 
each  of  the  succeeding  fiscal  years,  through 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969. 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  committee  be¬ 
lieves  firmly  that  a  gradual  acceleration 
in  Fedteral  aid  for  the  ABC  program. 


where  every  Federal  dollar  is  matched 
with  a  State  dollar,  is  of  paramount  im¬ 
portance.  Such  increases  tend  to  keep 
road  construction  on  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads  in  balance 
with  the  massive  work  being  accom¬ 
plished  on  interstate  expressways.  If 
the  ABC  authorizations  were  to  be  frozen 
at  the  present  level,  or  approximately 
at  the  present  level,  an  imbalance  would 
result.  This  must  not  be  permitted  to 
happen. 

We  need  improvement  of  our  major 
State  primary  highways,  city  routes,  and 
farm-to-market  roads  not  only  for  the 
obvious  reasons  of  human  safety  and 
convenience  but  as  feeders  to  the  na¬ 
tional  defense  expressways  we  are  build¬ 
ing  from  coast  to  coast.  If  we  do  not 
provide  a  network  of  safe,  adequate  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads,  the  big  in¬ 
terstate  arteries  can  never  accomplish 
the  full  transportation  purpose  for 
which  they  are  being  built.  Both  of 
these  roadbuilding  programs  are  ur¬ 
gently  important;  both  must  go  ahead 
together. 

The  work  which  will  go  forward  under 
the  terms  of  this  bill  will  be  practically 
all  done  under  the  competitive  contract 
method,  and  over  90  percent  of  these 
Federal  funds  will  go  directly  into  job- 
producing  construction.  This  means 
that  less  than  10  percent  will  be  expended 
for  rights-of-way  and  advance  engineer¬ 
ing. 

With  respect  to  the  so-called  public 
domain  roads,  this  bill  continues  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961 
the  identical  authorizations,  with  one 
exception,  which  were  approved  in  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956.  This  single  ex¬ 
ception  is  that  the  present  annual 
authorization  of  $27  million  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  has  been 
increased  to  $28.5  million.  The  public 
domain  roads,  which  include  forest 
highways,  forest  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads,  parkways,  Indian  roads  and 
public  lands  roads,  would  receive  total 
annual  authorizations  of  $104.5  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  again  state,  there  is 
nothing  complex  or  controversial  about 
the  bill,  H.  R.  9821,  now  under  considera¬ 
tion.  Simply  stated,  section  1  of  H.  R. 
9821  would  continue  the  traditional  pro¬ 
gram  of  Federal  assistance  to  the  States 
for  the  improvement  of  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  systems,  to¬ 
gether  with  urban  extensions  thereof  for 
the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961.  This 
section  would  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $900  million  for  the  fiscal  year 

1960  and  $925  million  for  the  fiscal  year 

1961  to  be' distributed  as  heretofore  in 
the  ratio  of  45  percent  for  primary 
roads,  30  percent  for  secondary  roads, 
and  25  percent  for  urban  extensions.  The 
funds  would  be  made  available  for 
2  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  such  funds  are  au¬ 
thorized.  Any  apportioned  amounts  un¬ 
expended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
would  lapse.  Section  1  (b)  of  the  bill 
would  carry  forward  the  existing  law 
which  enables  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  to 
approve  projects  on  the  Federal  Aid 
Secondary  Highway  System  upon  cer¬ 
tification  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  that  such  projects  will  be 
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constructed  in  accordance  with  the 
standards  and  procedures  of  such  State 
applicable  to  projects  in  this  category. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  would  authorize 
the  continuation  of  appropriations  for 
forest  highways  in  the  present  amount  of 
$30  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1960  and  1961.  The  authorization  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  has 
been  increased  over  the  present  level  of 
$27  million  to  $28,500,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  provides  for  the 
continuation  of  the  development  of  roads 
and  trails  in  national  parks,  parkways, 
and  Indian  reservation  roads  in  the  same 
amounts  as  those  authorized  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  years  1958  and  1959.  Under  this  sec¬ 
tion  the  following  authorizations  are 
provided  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960 
and  1961:  roads  and  trails,  $16  million; 
parkways,  $16  million;  and  Indian  roads, 
$12  million. 

Section  4  of  the  bill  would  continue 
the  current  level  of  authorizations  for 
public  lands  highways  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  in  the  amount 
of  $2  million  per  year. 

Section  5  provides  that  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  under  sections  2,  3,  and  4  shall 
be  available  for  contract  upon  appor¬ 
tionment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  1 
year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  for  which  authorized,  if  no  ap¬ 
portionment  is  required.  These  provi¬ 
sions  merely  carry  forward  existing  law. 

Section  6  provides  that  existing  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of 
1916,  together  with  all  acts  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not 
inconsistent  with  H.  R.  9821,  shall  re¬ 
main  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Section  7  designates  the  short  title  of 
the  bill  as  the  “Federal  Highway  Act  of 
1958.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  substance 
of  H.  R.  9821,  the  biennial  Federal-aid 
highway  bill  recommended  by  your  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  the 
soundness  of  the  expenditures  which  will 
flow  from  this  legislation.  The  projects 
that  will  be  built  will  be  located  through¬ 
out  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  United 
States,  in  practically  every  county  and 
village.  The  approximately  $1.8  billion 
in  Federal  and  State  funds  for  ABC 
roads  that  will  be  invested  in  fiscal  year 
1960  and  the  $1.85  billion  that  will  be 
invested  in  fiscal  year  1961,  under  these 
proposed  authorizations,  will  go  into 
widely  scattered  work  projects  that  will 
produce  a  maximum  contribution  to  the 
Nation’s  economy. 

Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid 

primary,  secondary  and  urban  funds  for 

the  fiscal  year  1960  pursuant  to  H.  R.  9821 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pri¬ 

mary 

Sec¬ 

ondary 

Urban 

Total 

Alabama _ _ 

8,  571 

6,  005 

2,905 

18,  201 

Arizona . . . 

5,  907 

4,  027 

880 

10,  814 

Arkansas _ 

6,  029 

5,  337 

1,266 

13, 232 

California . 

19,  456 

10,  091 

20,118 

49,  665 

Colorado _ _ 

7,310 

4,886 

1,881 

14, 083 

Connecticut _ 

2.  007 

1,350 

4,383 

8,400 

Delaware _ 

2,  025 

1,350 

404 

3,  839 

Florida _ 

6,453 

4,  214 

4,  058 

14;  725 

Georgia _ 

9,  738 

7,  482 

3,298 

20,  518 

Idaho. . 

4,  941 

3,  480 

436 

8,  857 

Illinois . 

15,  704 

8,625 

15, 827 

40,056 

Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary  and  urban  funds  for 
the  fiscal  year  1960  pursuant  to  H.  R.  9821 — 
Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pri¬ 

mary 

Sec¬ 

ondary 

Urban 

Total 

Indiana . 

9,  502 

6,  555 

5,  414 

21,471 

Iowa _ _ 

9,  .505 

6,  985 

2,687 

19, 177 

Kansas . . . 

9,  490 

6,  661 

2,  127 

18,  278 

Kentucky... . . 

7,  482 

6,  230 

2,  350 

16, 062 

Louisiana _ 

6,302 

4,  567 

3,318 

14, 187 

Maine...  _ 

3,348 

2,401 

946 

6,  695 

Maryland  .  _ 

3,  749 

2,  297 

3,841 

9,  887 

Massachusetts . 

5,  292 

1,978 

9,  420 

16, 690 

Michigan. . 

12,823 

7,  823 

10, 533 

31, 179 

Minnesota _ 

10,  423 

7,367 

3,  685 

21,475 

Mississippi _ 

7,  118 

5,  971 

1,253 

14,342 

Missouri _ _ 

11,491 

7,  778 

5, 574 

24,  843 

Montana _ 

8,114 

5,585 

533 

14, 232 

Nebraska _ 

7,948 

5,639 

1,327 

14,  914 

Nevada _ _ 

5,  075 

3,392 

172 

8,  639 

New  Hampshire _ 4 

2,  025 

1,350 

670 

4,045 

New  Jersey _ 

5,354 

1,806 

9,907 

17,067 

New  Mexico _ 

6,  453 

4, 438 

743 

11,634 

New  York _ _ _ 

19,  731 

7,991 

30,  250 

57,  972 

North  Carolina . 

10,  013 

8,  590 

2,908 

21,  511 

North  Dakota _ 

5,647 

4, 121 

383 

10, 151 

Ohio . . . 

14,  081 

8,544 

13, 096 

35,  721 

Oklahoma _ 

8,607 

6, 173 

2,  473 

17,  253 

Oregon.  _ 

6,  739 

4,719 

1,  815 

13,  273 

Pennsylvania. . 

16,  362 

9,744 

17,133 

43,  239 

Rhode  Island . . 

2,025 

1,350 

1,618 

4,993 

South  Carolina _ 

5,  369 

4,474 

1,  557 

11,  400 

South  Dakota _ 

f»,  141 

4,400 

440 

10,  981 

Tennessee . 

8,  632 

6,761 

3,  273 

18,  666 

Texas _ _ 

26,  302 

17,  609 

10,  842 

54,  753 

Utah . 

4,  567 

3,  020 

959 

8,546 

Vermont... _ 

2,025 

1,350 

352 

3,  727 

Virginia  . . 

7,  702 

5,  999 

3,529 

17,  230 

Washington  _ 

6,805 

4, 545 

3,415 

14,  765 

West  Virginia _ 

4,  405 

3,  852 

1,473 

9,730 

Wisconsin  . . 

9, 443 

6,597 

4,432 

20, 472 

Wyoming _ 

5, 065 

3,  434 

246 

8,745 

Hawaii.. .  ... 

2,  025 

1,  350 

761 

4, 136 

District  of  Columbia. 

2, 025 

1,  350 

1,955 

5,  330 

Puerto  Rico _ 

2, 126 

2,226 

1,  945 

6,  297 

Alaska . . 

8,  262 

5,  571 

69 

13, 902 

Total . 

405, 000 

270,  000 

225,  000 

900,  000 

Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary  and  urban  funds  for 
the  fiscal  year  1961  pursuant  to  H.  R.  9821 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pri¬ 

mary 

Sec¬ 

ondary 

Urban 

Total 

Alabama . . . 

8.809 

6,  850 

3,047 

18,706 

Arizona... . 

6,  071 

4, 138 

905 

11,  114 

Arkansas _ 

6,813 

5.  485 

1,  301 

13,  599 

California _ 

19,  997 

10,  372 

20,  677 

51,016 

Colorado _ 

7,  519 

6,  022 

1,  933 

14,  474 

Connecticut _ 

2,  741 

1,387 

4,  505 

8,633 

Delaware _ _ 

2,  081 

1,387 

477 

3,  945 

Florida _ _ _ 

6,  632 

4,  331 

4,  171 

15, 134 

Georgia.. . . 

10,009 

7,  689 

3,  390 

21,  088 

Idaho  _ 

5,  078 

3,  577 

448 

9,103 

Illinois _ 

16,  140 

8,  762 

16,  267 

41, 169 

Indiana _ 

9,  766 

6,  737 

5,  665 

22,  068 

Iowa _ _ _ 

9,  769 

7, 179 

2,  761 

19,  709 

Kansas _ _ 

9,  753 

6,846 

2,  186 

18,  785 

Kentucky _ 

7,  690 

6.  403 

2,416 

16,  509 

Louisiana _ 

6,477 

4,694 

3,410 

14,  581 

Maine  .  _ 

3,441 

2,  468 

972 

6,881 

Maryland . 

3,  854 

2,  361 

3,948 

10, 163 

Massachusetts _ 

5,  439 

2,033 

9,681 

17, 153 

Michigan _ 

13, 180 

8, 040 

10,  826 

32,  046 

Minnesota _ 

10,712 

7,572 

3,  788 

22, 072 

Mississippi _ 

7,316 

6,137 

1,  288 

14,741 

M  issourl _ 

11,810 

7, 994 

5,728 

25, 532 

Montana _ _ _ 

8, 339 

5,740 

548 

14,  627 

Nebraska _ 

8,  169 

5,  796 

1,  364 

15,  329 

Nevada _ _ 

6,216 

3,486 

177 

8,879 

New  Hampshire _ 

2,081 

1,387 

689 

4, 157 

New  Jersey _ 

5,502 

1,856 

10, 182 

17,  540 

New  Mexico _ 

6,633 

4,  562 

763 

11,958 

New  York _ 

20,  279 

8,213 

31,090 

59,  582 

North  Carolina . 

10,291 

8,  828 

2,989 

22, 108 

North  Dakota _ 

5,804 

4,235 

393 

10,  432 

Ohio _ 

14,  472 

8,782 

13,  460 

36,  714 

Oklahoma . 

8,  847 

6,  345 

2,541 

17,  733 

Oregon _ _ 

6,  926 

4,  850 

1,865 

13,  641 

Pennsylvania . 

16,  816 

10,  015 

17,  609 

44,  440 

Rhode  Island _ 

2,  081 

1,387 

1,663 

5, 131 

South  Carolina _ 

5,  518 

4,  599 

1,600 

11,717 

South  Dakota _ 

6,312 

4,  522 

452 

11,286 

Tennessee _ 

8,872 

6,  949 

3,364 

19, 185 

Texas _ 

27,  033 

18,  099 

11, 143 

56,  275 

Utah. . 

4,  694 

3, 104 

986 

8,784 

Vermont... 

2,081 

1,387 

362 

3,830 

Virginia _ _ 

7,  916 

6,166 

3,  627 

17,  709 

Washington. . . 

6,994 

4.  671 

3,  510 

15, 175 

West  Virginia _ .... 

4,  527 

3,960 

1,514 

10,001 

Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary  and  urban  funds  for 
the  fiscal  year  1961  pursuant  to  H.R.  9821 — 
Continued 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pri¬ 

mary 

Sec¬ 

ondary 

Urban 

Total 

Wisconsin _ 

9,706 

6,780 

4,555 

21,041 

Wyoming _  _ 

5,  206 

3,  529 

253 

8, 988 

Hawaii _  _  ...  ... 

2,  081 

1,387 

782 

4,  250 

District  of  Columbia. 

2,  081 

1,387 

2,009 

5,  477 

Puerto  Rico  . . 

2, 185 

2,  288 

1,  999 

6,  472 

Alaska _ 

8,491 

5,  726 

71 

14,288 

Total . . 

416,  250 

277,  500 

231,  250 

925,  000 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  make  this  observa¬ 
tion  of  the  splendid  work  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  has 
done  on  this  bill.  It  has  been  readily 
accepted  by  all  of  the  members  of  the 
committee.  It  is  a  piece  of  legislation 
displaying  profound  knowledge  of  the 
subject,  and  I  wish  to  congratulate  the 
chairman  on  the  excellent  bill  that  he 
has  brought  before  the  committee  today. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  FALLON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  desire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  join  in  the 
statement  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
made  with  respect  to  our  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]. 
The  committee  has  put  a  great  deal  of 
time  into  this  legislation,  and  it  has 
been  very  thoroughly  explained.  It  is 
simply  a  continuation  of  the  existing 
law  plus  the  $25  million  that  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  1956  Highway  Act  for  addi¬ 
tions  per  year.  And  we  have  the  same 
formula  of  distribution.  I  hope  this 
committee  will  pass  the  bill  unanimously 
so  that  it  can  go  to  conference,  because 
this  road  program  is  badly  needed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  bill  will  pass 
by  unanimous  vote. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  are  now  in  the  early  stage  of  a 
massive  highway  program  set  in  motion 
by  an  act  of  Congress  in  1956.  Under 
f  the  expanded  Federal-aid  program  ap¬ 
proved  in  1956  by  Congress,  the  total 
Federal  and  State  funds  for  road  building 
are  divided  about  equally  between  the 
Fdeeral-aid  program  for  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  roads  and  the  greatly 
increased  interstate  program.  Included 
now  in  our  total  Federal-aid  program  are 
about  755,000  miles  of  roads.  About 
three-fourths,  or  over  one-half  million 
miles,  of  the  total  Federal-aid  mileage  is 
on  the  secondary  system. 

Since  enactment  of  the  1956  act  the 
spotlight  has  been  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem.  I  recognize  the  importance  of  this 
system  and  the  need  for  completing  it, 
but  I  feel  we  must  be  careful  not  to  over- 
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emphasize  the  improvement  of  this  sys¬ 
tem  to  the  point  where  we  lose  sight  of 
the  validity  of  the  ABC  program. 

Let  me  make  that  a  little  stronger:  T 
favor  construction  of  the  coast-to-coast 
expressways  but  not  at  the  sacrifices  of 
farm-to-market  roads,  primary  routes, 
and  city  streets. 

I  want  to  compliment  Congressman 
Fallon,  Chairman  of  our  Subcommittee 
on  Roads,  for  the  ABC  bill  he  has  intro¬ 
duced.  It  provides  for  an  increase  in 
Federal  aid  for  the  ABC  system  from  $875 
million  in  1959  to  $900  million  in  1960 
and  $925  million  in  1961. 

In  introducing  his  bill,  Congressman 
Fallon  cited  the  importance  of  modern 
designed  rural  roads  and  city  streets 
and  emphasized  the  essentiality  of  these 
highways  to  the  national  defense,  espe¬ 
cially  as  feeders  to  the  interstate  ex¬ 
pressways.  He  stated  further  that  the 
Interstate  System  would  lose  much  of  its 
utility  and  strategic  value  if  it  was  not 
interconnected  with  a  web  of  adequate 
primary  and  secondary  roads.  I  concur. 

All  interstate  traffic  will  originate  or 
terminate  on  our  primary,  secondary, 
or  local  road  systems.  Across  America 
there  are  387,000  miles  of  State  primary 
highways,  220,000  miles  of  State  sec¬ 
ondary  highways,  2,333,000  miles  of 
county  and  other  local  rural  roads,  and 
373,000  miles  of  city  streets.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  there  are  103,000  miles  of  roads  in 
Federal  parks,  forests,  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions,  and  the  like.  That  adds  up  to 
3,418,000  miles. 

This  total  mileage  includes  roads  of 
all  descriptions,  ranging  from  mere 
trails  to  the  most  modern  expressways. 
Traffic  may  range  from  nearly  zero  to 
100,000  vehicles  per  day.  You  are  well 
aware  that  the  great  bulk  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  highways  are  the  responsibility  of 
county  and  local  governments. 

This  highway  system  has  become  our 
lifeline.  It  keeps  raw  materials  flowing 
to  industry  and  industry’s  products  flow¬ 
ing  to  market. 

The  41,000  mile  Interstate  System  will 
pass  through  37  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
most  populous  counties.  It  will  pass 
through  or  close  by  nearly  every  major 
city  of  the  United  States.  Between 
cities  the  connecting  roads  at  access 
points  will  become  attractive  locations 
for  commercial  enterprises.  If  such 
commercial  development  takes  place 
without  coordination  and  planning, 
these  points  of  access  may  become  traf¬ 
fic  bottlenecks. 

In  this  area  we  will  need  the  closest 
kind  of  cooperation  between  the  Federal, 
State,  and  county  units  of  government. 
The  travel  pattern  of  the  affected  coun¬ 
ties  may  be  drastically  changed.  Con¬ 
tiguous  counties  will  often  be  affected, 
also. 

The  Interstate  System  will  be  con¬ 
structed  to  the  highest  standards  known 
to  the  engineering  profession  and  it  may 
be  expected  that  considerable  pressure 
will  be  put  upon  county  road  administra¬ 
tors  to  improve  their  roads  to  higher 
standards  to  accommodate  the  heavier 
traffic  which  will  move  to  and  from  the 
Interstate  Highways.  Innumerable 
county  roads  intersecting  the  right  of 
way  of  the  Interstate  System  will  be 


blocked  off  at  that  point  and  where  it  is 
not  feasible  to  build  an  underpass  or 
overpass,  it  will  be  necessary  to  construct 
or  reconstruct  parallel  roads  to  carry 
added  traffic  to  the  point  of  access. 

There  also  will  be  need  for  coordinated 
planning  at  the  access  points  to  the  In¬ 
terstate  System.  Where  such  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  is  made  necessary 
by  the  building  of  the  Interstate  System, 
it  seems  reasonable  to  me  that  such  im¬ 
provements  should  be  financed  with  in¬ 
terstate  or  ABC  Federal-aid  funds. 

I  am  glad  to  note  in  a  recent  statement 
by  Federal  Highway  Administrator  Tall- 
amy  that  he  has  approved  the  reappoint¬ 
ment  at  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of 
a  Board  of  County  Engineer  Consultants. 

He  has  stated  that  the  purpose  of  this 
Board  will  be  to  promote  better  mutual 
understanding  between  the  counties,  the 
State  highway  departments,  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  with  regard  to  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program. 

I  am  confident  that  this  Board  will 
render  a  valuable  service  and,  through 
cooperation  with  the  Bureau  and  the 
States,  will  be  able  to  find  a  solution  to 
their  problems. 

In  recent  months,  our  State  highways 
departments  have  made  marked  progress 
in  increasing  productivity  of  their  engi¬ 
neers  through  the  use  of  modern  techni¬ 
ques  and  equipment.  I  believe  the  coun¬ 
ties  are  equally  in  need  of  improvement 
and  States  should,  wherever  possible,  ex¬ 
tend  use  of  these  facilities  to  them. 

To  me  it  seems  feasible  to  undertake 
the  establishment  of  electronic  computer 
service  centers  on  a  statewide  basis. 
In  this  manner  the  great  savings  in  man¬ 
power  and  money  by  utilization  of  elec¬ 
tronic  computations  could  be  made  read¬ 
ily  to  the  local  units  of  Government. 

(Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee '  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.  ) 

[Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee  addressed 
the  Committee.  His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  SCJJDDER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SCUDDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.  R. 
9821,  which  we  have  before  us  today,  is 
one  of  the  most  important  bills  that  has 
thus  far  come  before  the  Congress  for 
the  stimulation  of  the  economy  in  our 
own  country.  When  the  Highway  Act  of 
1956  was  put  into  effect,  we  appropri¬ 
ated  $900  million  for  each  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1958 — this  fund  to  be 
matched  with  the  various  States  for  the 
construction  of  highways.  In  the  orig¬ 
inal  provisions  of  the  bill,  we  provided 
that  the  sum  of  $25  million  would  be 
added  to  each  fiscal  year,  and  this  bill 
provides  a  $25  million  increase  for  June 
30,  1959,  and  $25  million  for  June  30, 
1960.  This  will  step  up  highway  con¬ 
struction  throughout  the  entire  country. 

We  did  increase  the  money  for  fiscal 
year  1960  and  1961  to  provide  $28,- 
500,000  instead  of  $27  million  for  each 
of  these  2  fiscal  years.  This  will  assist 
in  the  development  of  our  forest  roads 
which  are  primarily  built  for  getting  out 
Federal  timber  which  is  a  further  aid  to 
our  economy. 
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Other  appropriations  go  to  Indian 
lands  and  reservations  and  other  public 
domains  and  we  are  also  providing  for 
the  full  acceleration  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  which  contemplates 
the  spending  of  all  moneys  collected 
from  excise  taxes  that  are  linked  to  the 
highway  program. 

The  passage  of  this  legislation  will 
stimulate  the  economy  of  our  country 
and  I  am  very  happy  to  recommend  its 
passage. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read  the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — ■ 

FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAYS 

Section  1.  (a)  (1)  Authorization  of  ap¬ 
propriations:  For  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
and  all  acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $900  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  I960;  and 
the  sum  of  $925  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  au¬ 
thorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  percent  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  percent  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  system. 

(C)  25  percent  for  projects  on  extensions 
of  these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

( 2 )  Apportionments :  The  sums  authorized 
by  this  section  shall  be  apportioned  among 
the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  pro¬ 
vided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  De¬ 
cember  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

(b)  Availability  for  expenditure:  Any 
sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  2  years  after  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  au¬ 
thorized,  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned 
remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such 
period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to 
the  State  is  covered  by  formal  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 
specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and 
prior  acts:  Provided  further.  That  in  the 
case  of  those  sums  heretofore,  herein,  or 
hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may, 
upon  the  request  of  any  State,  discharge  his 
responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards, 
design,  inspection,  and  construction  of  such 
secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and 
approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State 
highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such 
projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards 
and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him: 
Provided  further,  That  such  approval  shall 
not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objec¬ 
tives  set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 :  And  provided 
further.  That  nothing  contained  in  the  fore¬ 
going  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve 
any  State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by 
law  relative  to  maintenance,  nor  to  relieve 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary 
system  or  the  location  of  projects  thereon. 
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to  make  a  final  inspection  after  construction 
of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of 
construction  of  each  project.  Any  Federal- 
aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  re¬ 
leased  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher 
or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project 
agreement  shall  be  credited  to  the  same  class 
of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban, 
previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be 
immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 
ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Authorization  of  appropriations: 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi- 
sons  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  there  is  hereby*  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $27,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That  with  respect 
to  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient 
or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or 
reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable 
opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present 
their  views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasi¬ 
bility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion:  Provided  further.  That  hereafter  funds 
available  for  forest  highways  and  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be 
available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas 
and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire-control  facil¬ 
ities:  And  provided  further,  That  the  appro¬ 
priation  herein  authorized  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

HOADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS, 
AND  SO  FORTH 

Sec.  3.  (a)  National  parks,  and  so  forth: 
For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of 
necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monu¬ 
ments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  including  areas  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and 
monument  approach  roads  authorized  by  the 
act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways:  For  the  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  and  improvement  of  parkways, 
authorized  by  acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to 
which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  reservations  and  lands:  For  the 
construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and 
bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  ac¬ 
cess  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  approved  May 
26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1961 :  Provided,  That  the  loca¬ 
tion,  type  and  design  of  all  roads  and 
bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid 


Highway  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reser¬ 
vations  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS, 
AND  SO  FORTH 

Sec.  5.  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for 
forest  highways,  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways, 
Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall 
De  available  for  contract  upon  apportion¬ 
ment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  1  year  pre¬ 
ceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  re¬ 
quired:  Provided,  That  any  amount  remain¬ 
ing  unexpended  2  years  after  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall  lapse. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Department  charged 
with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is 
hereby  granted  authority  to  incur  obliga¬ 
tions,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  con¬ 
tracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his 
action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a  con¬ 
tractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof, 
and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  when  so  obligated.  Any 
funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways, 
forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads, 
and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the 
total  of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal 
year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955, 
shall  have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds 
released  by  payment  of  final  voucher  or  mod¬ 
ification  of  project  authorization  shall  be 
credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  au¬ 
thorizations  and  be  immediately  available 
for  expenditure. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS) 
EFFECTIVE  DATE 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  together 
with  all  acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this 
act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and 
be  applicable  hereto.  All  acts  or  parts  of 
acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  are  hereby  repealed.  This 
act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  7.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act  of  1958”. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  4,  line  15,  strike  out  “$27,000,000”  and 
insert  “$28,500,000.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Miller  of  California,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  501,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  an  amendment  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 


March  13 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed.  ^ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  authorizing  appropriations  of  $900 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  1960  and 
$925  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1961  for 
the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary  road 
systems  and  their  urban  extensions,  the 
House  acted  with  prophetic  prudence. 

In  doing  so,  the  House  actually  ap¬ 
proved  a  long-range,  balanced  and  ac¬ 
celerated  construction  program,  which 
we  hope  will  produce  as  quickly  as  possi¬ 
ble  the  kind  of  roads  our  country  needs 
for  its  future  economic  growth,  the 
safety  of  our  people  in  traffic  and  the 
possible  needs  of  our  national  defense. 

It- is  of  extreme  importance  that  we 
keep  our  national  highway  system  in 
balance.  There  is  an  understandable 
tendency  to  give  more  attention  to  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways,  because  of  the  glamour 
it  has  as  the  biggest  peacetime  public 
works  program  ever  understaken  any¬ 
where  and  because  of  its  great  promise. 
But  to  neglect  development  and  im¬ 
provement  of  our  existing  system  of  pri¬ 
mary,  farm-to-market  roads  and  their 
extensions  into  urban  areas  would  be 
utmost  folly.  This  action  by  the  House 
indicates  that  there  is  widespread 
knowledge  of  the  need  for  a  balance  in 
our  highway  building  and  rebuilding. 

Passage  of  this  bill  is  a  positive  step 
toward  insuring  satisfactory  progress  to 
modernizing  our  existing  highways  to 
have  them  ready  to  carry  their  propor¬ 
tionate  share  of  the  future  traffic  of  the 
country.  Our  so-called  ABC  roads  have 
a  total  mileage  of  680,000  miles,  but 
when  completed  the  Interstate  Highway 
System  will  have  only  41,000  miles. 

The  completed  Interstate  System  will 
comprise  only  1.2  percent  of  the  coun¬ 
try’s  total  road  mileage,  but  will  carry 
about  20  percent  of  all  motor  vehicle 
mileage.  However,  the  national  system 
of  superhighways  will  not  be  able  to 
function  efficiently,  if  our  ABC  roads  as 
feeder  and  interconnecting  routes,  are 
not  modernized. 

There  are  many  places  in  the  country, 
where  new  primary  and  secondary  roads 
are  needed,  because  of  rapid  population 
and  industrial  growth  in  recent  years. 
But  our  greatest  need  is  to  bring  these 
existing  highways  up  to  modern  stand¬ 
ards  to  match  the  modern  vehicles 
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which  use  them.  The  funds  authorized 
will  make  possible  the  elimination  of 
narrow  roads,  soft  shoulders,  narrow  jj 
bridges  and  traffic  lanes,  eliminate  some 
of  the  dangerous  227,000  railroad  cross¬ 
ings  and  curves,  which  each  year  take  a ; 
toll  of  lives. 

The  benefits  from  safe  highways  of 
modern  design  are  so  great  in  terms  of 
lives  saved,  accidents  prevented,  prop¬ 
erty  damage  reduced,  and  pleasanter : 
driving  that  we  seem  to  have  realized 
suddenly  that  much  better  highways  are  j 
imperative.  Our  country  cannot  afford; 
to  be  without  them. 

Considering  _  the  enormous  benefits 
which  will  accrue  to  millions  of  our  peo¬ 
ple  using  these  highways,  an  increase  in 
authorizations  for  the  ABC  roads  is 
really  a  modest  one.  It  amounts  to  only 
2.86  percent  for  1960  over  1959  and  2.78 
percent  for  1961  over  1960. 

But,  without  these  increases,  our  road; 
program  might  not  have  gone  forward 
We  would  have  had  difficulty  in  holding 
our  own  against  the  rising  tide  of  traffic 
and  construction  prices.  In  making 
these  increases  possible,  the  House  acted 
wisely  and  well. 


Speak 


tak 


r,  I  ask 
rom  the 
R.  5822,  to 
Civil  Aero- 
respect  to  the 
reinvestment  by  air  carriers  of  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  the  sale  or  other  disposition 
of  certain  operating'property  and  equip¬ 
ment,  with  Senate^amendments  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
ask  for  a  conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request/ff  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama?  ^After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  npfte,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Harris,  Roberts, 
Rogers  of  Texas,  Friedel,  Wolverton, 
O’Hara  of  Minnesota,  and  Hale. 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  497)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
House  amendments  thereto,  insist  on  the 
House  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Davis  of  Tennessee, 
Blatnik,  Jones  of  Alabama,  McGregor, 
and  Mack  of  Washington. 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate,  by 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  disagrees  to  the 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
497)  entitled  “An  act  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  requests  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  ap¬ 
points  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Gore, 
Mr.  Martin  of  Pennsylvania,  and  Mr. 
Case  of  South  Dakota  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  joint  resolution  of 
the  following  title,  in  which  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  J.  Res.  162.  Joint  resolution  to  stay  any 
reduction  in  support  prices  or  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  until  Congress  can  make  appropriate 
changes  in  the  price  support  and  acreage 
allotment  laws. 


INVESTMENT  BY  AIR  CARRIERS' OF 
PROCEEDS  FROM  SALE  OF /CER¬ 
TAIN  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  ROBERTS.  Mr. 
unanimous  consent  to 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill 
amend  section  406  lb)  of. 
nautics  Act  of  1938  wi 


Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- . 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLT.  Is  my  understanding  cor¬ 
rect  that  the  impacted  school  districts 
bill  is  coming  up?  7 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Under  suspen¬ 
sion,  yes.  / 

Mil  HOLT.  There  is  opp6sition  to 
that.  I  do  not  think  it  is  proper  for  it 
to  come  up  under  suspension.  It  is  very 
poorly  drawn  legislation'  as  it  stands 
now,  and  works  against'  the  Army  and 
Navy  in  one  particular  section.  I  hate 
to  see  the  House  left  * 

Mr.  McCORMAf 
the  program,  an 
bill  as  one  of 


'in 


that  position. 

I  have  announced 
have  programed  that 
e  suspensions.  While  I 


PROGRAM  FOR  NEXT  WEEK 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
>er mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
Lnute.) 

ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
this  lime  to  inquire  of  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  if  He  would  advise  us  on  the  program 
for  nex\week. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  should  be  vej 
happy  to.\On  Monday,  as  annour 
previously,  mere  will  be  just  the  Con¬ 
sent  Calendar^ 

On  Tuesday  there  will  be  the/Private 
Calendar.  ThenSH.  R.  8547,  a'"  bill  out 
of  the  Committee  ap  Armed  Services,  for 
the  disposal  of  certain  uncompleted  ves¬ 
sels.  Following  that, 'H.  _R.  8361,  a  bill 
relating  to  the  alleged  ajause  of  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus.  7 

On  Wednesday  there  wiil  be  five  sus¬ 
pensions,  and  I  am  pot  sayrng  that  nec¬ 
essarily  they  will  be  brought\up  in  the 
order  in  which  Lam  listing  the 

H.  R.  9369,  J/o  refund  certairK insur¬ 
ance  premiur 

S.  235,  a  Will  relating  to  the  incJ^ase 
of  compensation  for  the  widows  of  e* 
ployees  of7 the  Lighthouse  Service. 

House'  Concurrent  Resolution  285,  re-> 
lating/to  the  acceleration  of  civilian 
construction  programs. 

fouse  Concurrent  Resolution  286,  con¬ 
cerning  the  acceleration  of  military-con- 
Struction  programs. 

H.  R.  11378,  the  Impacted  School  Dis¬ 
tricts  bill. 

Then  there  is  H.  R.  8290,  the  Freedom 
Monument  bill. 

I  make  the  usual  reservation  as  to  the 
program,  that  any  changes  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  including  additions,  I  will  an¬ 
nounce  later,  and  that  conference  re¬ 
ports  may  be  brought  up  at  any  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  H.  R.  11378  and 
H.  R.  8290  come  up  under  suspension  as 
well  as  the  preceding  bills? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Not  H.  R.  8290. 
I  thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for 
calling  that  to  my  attention.  That  will 
come  up  under  a  rule.  That  was  pro¬ 
gramed  before  but  not  taken  up.  The 
list  of  suspensions  ends  with  the  im¬ 
pacted  school  districts  bill. 

Mr.  HOLT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


appreciate  the  observation  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  the  announcement  I  made  stands 
for  the  time  being,  at  least.  Of  course, 
there  may/be  opposition,  but  there  might 
not  be  sufficient  opposition  to  prevent 
there  JJfeing  a  two-thirds  majority.  One 
can  riever  tell.  Between  now  and  next 
Wednesday  we  can  look  into  the  sitya- 
tiefn. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  In  view  of  the  fact 
rthat  we  have  completed  action  on  these 
various  bills  today,  do  we  have  anything 
for  tomorrow? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY 
NEXT 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mi’.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to 
meet  on  Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SIGNING  OF  ENROLLED  BILLS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  notwith¬ 
standing  the  adjournment  of  the  House 
1  Monday  next  the  Clerk  be  author- 
to  receive  messages  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  "^nd  the  Speaker  be  authorized  to 
sign  apy  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tions  duly  passed  by  the  two  Houses  and 
found  truly  enrolled. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  nonobjection. 

SECOND  ANNUAL',  UNITED  STATES 
WORLD  TRADE  FAIR  IN  NEW  YORK 
CITY  \ 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table,  the  joint,  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  509)  authorizingNthe  Presi¬ 
dent  to  invite  the  States  of  the  Union 
and  foreign  countries  to  participate  in 
the  second  annual  United  States  World 
Trade  Fair  to  be  held  in  New  York  'City, 
N.  Y.,  from  May  7  to  17,  1958,  With 
an  amendment  of  the  Senate  theret 
and  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint'’ 
resolution. 
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That  is  correct. 


le  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment 
iows: 

line  4,  strike  out  all  after  "com¬ 
merce”  iipwn  to  and  including  "City”  in 
line  9. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of'- the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania?  \ 

Mr.  GROSS.  \Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  as  I  understand  it 
this  is  a  bill  which,  was  passed  on  the 
Consent  Calendar  to^ay  when  I  offered 
an  amendment  whichNwas  unanimously 
adopted  by  the  House  ahd  now  the  other 
body  has  stricken  the  amendment  out 
of  the  resolution? 

Mr.  MORGAN. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  amendment  pro¬ 
vided  that  no  funds  would  be  ifsed  from 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  to 
transport  foreigners  or  otherwise 'assist 
them  to  attend  this  fair;  is  this  correct? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  the  gentleman 
now  asking  unanimous  consent  to  pass' 
the  resolution  despite  the  fact  the  other 
body  has  stricken  the  amendment  which 
was  adopted  in  the  Hou:e? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But,  the  assurance  ap¬ 
parently  has  been  given  that  no  funds 
will  be  expended  from  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  MORGAN.  That  assurance  has 
been  given  by  the  Department  of  State. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  BOARD  INVES¬ 
TIGATION  OP  AIRPLANE  ACCI¬ 
DENTS 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute 
and  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 
Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  little  more 


involved  we  cannot  be  satisfied  with  the 
bureaucratic  approach  which,  at  times, 
goes  through  the  motions  in  a  half¬ 
hearted  way.  We  must  be  sure. 

I  quote  from  the  report  on  the  Rikers 
Island  crash: 

The  Board  determines  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  failure  of  the 
captain  to  ( 1 )  properly  observe  and  interpret 
his  flight  instruments,  and  (2)  maintain 
control  of  his  aircraft. 

Why  were  signs  of  this  human  failure 
not  detected  in  advance,  in  view  of  the 
captain’s  age,  and  the  fact  that  even 
though  he  had  logged  16,630  pilot  hours 
as  a  plane  commander  he  only  had  85  of 
them  with  big  DC-6  equipment? 

Is  there  adequate  inspection  of  per¬ 
sonnel  before  and  not  after  fatal  acci¬ 
dents  to  eliminate,  insofar  as  possible, 
every  danger  of  human  error? 

With  plane  travel  increasing  steadily 
and  approaching  the  saturation  point 
near  major  eastern  airports,  we  are  duty 
bound  to  insist  on  prompt  and  efficient 
Vontrols. 

\It  is  not  my  purpose  to  criticize  the 
personnel  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Boart 
on  general  terms  and  without  givii 
them '-an  opportunity  to  tell  their  sidi/of 
the  story,  because  I  am  aware  of/the 
awesome  .. responsibility  that  they/labor 
under.  But  I  am  perturbed  by  what 
seems  to  me-  the  excessive  time  -that  was 
consumed  befpre  reporting  its  findings 
on  the  Rikers  Inland  crash. 

In  the  jet-age1  of  plane  triavel  we  can¬ 
not  afford  to  let  the  human  factors  fol¬ 
low  a  pedestrian  bpungfe.  There  is  so 
much  that  must  be  learned  and  applied, 
as  soon  as  possible/ for  the  maximum 
protection  of  plane passengers  and  crews. 

Therefore,  I  arp  requesting  the  House 
Committee  on  /Interstate  \nd  Foreign 
Commerce  to /thoroughly  explore  the 
standards  apd  procedures  of\the  Civil 
Aeronautics/Board  to  determine  pow  they 
may  be  improved  for  the  protection  of 
the  plane- traveling  public. 


IE  TUNAFISHING  INDUSTRY 

/Mr.  WILSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  today  to  speak  in  behalf 
than  1  mile  after  takeoff  a  plane  bound  /of  the  tunafishing  industry  of  the 


for  Miami,  out  of  LaGuardia,  crashed' 
with  a  loss  of  20  lives  out  of  the  101 
persons  aboard.  This  commercial  air¬ 
line  tragedy  took  place  on  February  1, 
1957.  / 

The  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,-  which 
has  been  investigating  this  accident  in 
order  to  determine  its  cause,  reported  its 
findings  on  March  10,  195j8\  Thirteen 
months  is  a  long  time  to  spend  on  such  a 
search,  when  compared/frith  investiga¬ 
tions  of  other  plane  crashes  that  occurred 
in  remote  areas  but,'  were  thoroughly 
probed  as  to  their  probable  cause  within 
a  few  months. 

Is  the  Civil  A/-onautics  Board  bog¬ 
ging  down  in  ryd  tape?  Are  any  other 
influences  at  /ork  to  delay  or  slant  its 
findings? 

The  extrpfne  lapse  of  time  in  this  case 
impels  us/o  investigate,  in  turn,  the  op¬ 
erations/of  this  independent  agency  to' 
make  aertain  that  it  is  not  carrying  out 
its  serious  responsibilities  in  a  merely 
routine  manner.  When  human  lives  are 


United  States,  the  largest  part  of  which 
is  concentrated  in  my  district  of  San 
Diego. 

Most  people  associate  the  name  San 
Diego  with  the  Atlas  missile  and  our 
great  aircraft-construction  industry. 
Others  associate  it  with  the  great  Navy 
and  Marine  bases  located  in  my  district 
which  so  profoundly  affect  the  defense 
of  the  free  world  in  the  Pacific. 

But  we  are  not  exclusively  devoted  to 
the  military  arts  in  San  Diego.  San 
Diego  is  also  by  far  the  largest  food- 
fish-producing  port  in  the  United  States 
and  has  been  so  for  a  number  of  years. 
Last  year  our  vessels  landed  $28  million 
worth  of  fish,  of  which  $26  million  was 
tuna.  The  San  Pedro  fleets,  next  in  size 
in  the  United  States,  landed  $13,440,000 
worth  of  fish  and  more  than  half  of  it 
was  also  tuna.  By  comparison  the  third 
largest  food-fishing  port  in  this  Nation 
last  year  was  New  Bedford,  Mass.,  whose 
vessels  landed  $13,340,000  worth  of  fish. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  value  of  fish 


landed  in  1957  by  San  Diego  vesse 
came  within  $4  billion  of  equaling  /he 
value  of  the  combined  landings  a/ the 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  most  important 
food-fish  ports  of  the  United /States, 
which  were  New  Bedford,  Bo§«m,  and 
Gloucester. 

You  will  find  that  the  Government 
statistics  erroneously  rever/e  the  top  po¬ 
sition  of  San  Diego  and/San  Pedro  as 
food-fish  ports.  They  Ao  this  because 
we  take  nearly  half  oif/the  fish  our  San 
Diego  fishermen  caton  up  to  Mr.  King’s 
district  for  canning/and  the  Government 
liberally  gives  the/credit  for  our  catches 
to  San  Pedro. 

This  is  not  Ahe  only  symptom  of  the 
Government/'  liberality  toward  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  most/ valuable  fishery.  For  the 
past  10  y/ars  we  have  been  in  a  con¬ 
stant,  steady  fight  to  keep  from  losing 
our  high-seas  fishing  grounds  to  other 
countries  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  keep 
froni losing  our  markets  for  tuna  in  the 
United  States  to  foreign  fishermen  on 
le  other  hand. 

Whatever  differences  Mr.  King  and  I 
may  have  in  other  fields  of  action,  and 
however  much  we  may  dispute  over 
whose  district  contains  the  most  valuable 
food  fishery  of  the  United  States,  we  see 
eye  to  eye  in  fighting  to  prevent  the  loss 
of  the  most  valuable  food  fishery  of  the 
United  States — the  tuna  fishery  of  the 
eastern  Pacific  Ocean.  To  this  end  we, 
together  with  Congressmen  Utt  and 
Tollefson,  have  introduced  the  Tuna 
Import  Act  of  1958  in  this  House,  and 
Senators  Kuchel  and  Magnuson  have 
jointly  introduced  similar  legislation  on 
the  Senate  side. 

The  purpose  of  this  act  is  to  stabilize, 
not  cut  back,  tuna  imports  at  their  pres¬ 
ent  level.  It  will  not  keep  tuna  imports 
from  increasing.  It  will  keep  them  from 
increasing  faster  than  the  canned  tuna 
market  in  the  United  States  grows.  It 
will  assure  American  fishermen  their 
fair  share  of  the  future  market  increases. 

There  is  no  tariff  or  quota  protection 
on  frozen  tuna.  Frozen  tuna  is  one  of 
a  very  few  important  items  on  the  free 
list  of  imports  into  the  United  States, 
^ince  this  free  list  is  mainly  composed 
items  not  produced  in  this  country, 
le  reason  for  this  act  is  to  keep 
fishing  industry  from  disap¬ 
pearin'^  In  1950  tuna  boats  brought 
$42  million  worth  of  new  wealth  into 
San  Diegax  alone;  in  1957  they  brought 
in  less  thai^  $26  million  worth  of  tuna. 
In  1952  we  Had  214  tuna  clippers  fishing 
out  of  San  Diego;  in  1957  there  were 
150;  and  at  this  time  there  are  139. 
The  same  thingNhas  been  going  on  in 
San  Pedro  where  \here  were  120  purse 
seiners  fishing  for  buna  in  1950,  60  in 
1957,  and  45  this  year/  The  same  thing 
has  been  going  on  witkthe  big  fleet  of 
little  albacore  tuna  vessels.  There  were 
about  3,000  of  these  out  fishing  from  all 
of  the  west-coast  ports  in  1552,  and  last 
year  there  were  less  than 

The  sales  of  canned  tunaXin  the 
United  States  has  increased  by  50  per¬ 
cent  since  1950.  But  in  this  samertime 
tuna  production  by  all  domestic  veS 
has  declined  25  percent,  tuna  prices^ 
the  fishermen  have  gone  down  18  pef 
cent  despite  steadily  increasing  costs 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  committee  ordered  reported  road  authorization  bill.  Sen. 
Proxmire  criticized  USDA  farm  income  figures.  Sen.  Symington  introduced  and  dis¬ 
cussed  bill  to  maintain  adequate  supply  of  anti-hog-cholera  serum  and  hog-cholera 
virus.  Sen.  Capehart  and  27  other  Senators  introduced  and  Sen,  Capehart  discussed 
bill  to  provide  for  conversion  of  CCC  surplus  grain  into  industrial  alcohol  for 
'tockpiling  purposes. 


SENATE 


1.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments  s.  3414, 

to  authorize  appropriations  for  road  construction  (p,  D212) .  The  "Daily  Digest" 
states  the  Committee  action  as  follows: 

"As  approved  by  the  committee,  major  provisions  of  the  bill  would:  (1)  au¬ 
thorize  $900  million  for  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  (2)  authorize  additional  $400  million  for  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  systems  for  fiscal  1959,  which  moneys  would  be  required 
to  be  under  contract  by  December  1,  1958,  for  completion  by  December  1,  1959, 
to  be  available  on  a  70  percent  Federal-30  percent  State  matching  basis,  and 
would  provide  that  any  State  may  borrow  up  to  two-thirds  of  its  30  percent  out 
of  fiscal  1961  and  1962  apportionments,  (3)  authorize  $36  million  for  continu¬ 
ing  work  on  forest  highway  systems  in  each  of  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  (4) 
authorize  $34  million  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  each  of  fis¬ 
cal  years  1960  and  1961,  (5)  require  a  study  of  needed  improvements  on  the 
forest  highway  system  and  a  report  thereon  to  Congress  on  or  before  January  1, 
1960,  (6)  authorize  $20  million  for  roads  in  national  parks  for  each  of  fiscal 


years  1960  and  1961,  (7)  authorize  $16  million  for  parkways  for  each  of  fis¬ 
cal  years  1960  and  1961,  (8)  authorize  $12  million  for  roads  in  Indian 
reservations  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  (9)  authorize  $4  million 
for  roads  on  unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands  for  each  of  fiscal 
years  1960  and  1961,  (10)  increase  the  1959  Interstate  authorization  by  $200 
million  and  the  1960  and  1961  authorization  by  $300  million  each  year,  the 
1959  moneys  to  be  apportioned  immediately,  (11)  authorize  and  direct  appor¬ 
tionment  of  full  authorization  of  interstate,  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
systems  for  fiscal  1960,  (12)  modify  provisions  for  reimbursement  of  cost  for 
moving  public  utility  facilities  off  of  highway  rights-of-way,  and  (13)  au¬ 
thorize  acquisition  of  billboard  advertising  rights  on  lands  adjacent  to  the 
interstate  system,  and  encourage  States  to  develop  regulations  concerning 
billboard  advertising  along  the  interstate  system." 


FARM  INCOME.  Sen.  Proxmire  charged  this  Department  with  issuing  questionable 
figures  on  farm  income,  and  stated  that  "there  have  been  some  extremely 
alarming  reports  of  possible  distortion  of  the  figures  by  the  Department 
Agriculture."  pp.  3908-09 


3.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  S.  3420,  to  extend  Public  Law  4£ 
made  the  unfinished  business,  p.  3983 


was 


ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Sen.  Fulbright  referred  to  a  letter  from  the  White  House 
to  Senate  and  House  Republican  leaders  urging  action  on  "a  ndmber  of  admin¬ 
istration  recbmmendat ions  for  new  legislation  which  could  be  of  great  help 
in  stimulating  the  economy,"  including  a  proposed  bill  tp  raise  interest 
rates  on  Government  lending  programs.  He  stated  that  tne  "Budget  Bureau  has 
not  yet  responded  tbxthe  many  requests  which  I  have  made  for  information 
about  what  it  intends  to  do  with  the  requested  authority,"  and  expressed 


doubt  that  it  would  be 
situation,  pp,  3922-23 
Sen.  Capehart  inserted  a 
the  National  Economy,"  and  a 
to  alleviate  the  current  economf 
Sen.  Fulbright  inserted  two 
uation,  "A  Note  on  Recovery  Policy 
Versus  Public  Works."  pp.  3914-16 


se  to  raise  interest  rates  in  the  current  economic 


he  hady prepared,  "Current  Factors  of 
sion  of/steps  the  Administration  was  taking 


on. r  pp.  3909-10 

discussing  the  current  economic  sit- 
d  National  Security"  and  "A  Tax  Cut 


5.  PRICE  SUPPORTS;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Sen.  Cl  rt  inserted  several  telegrams 

he  had  received,  including  on^  from  the  Pr<  it  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 

Federation,  opposing  a  freeze  on  price  sup]  vand  acreage  allotments  at 
1957  levels,  p.  3909 


6.  TRANSPORTATION  TAXES y/ Received  from  the  Va.  Legislating  a  resolution  favoring 
the  repeal  of  the  Federal  excise  tax  on  the  transportation  of  persons  and 
property,  p.  389<^ 


c 


7.  FLOOD  CONTROL.7  Upon  the  request  of  Sen.  Dirksen,  S.  2964,  toxg  t  the  con¬ 
sent  of  Congress  to  a  compact  between  Conn,  and  Mass,  relating  flood  con¬ 
trol,  was'transferred  from  the  Judiciary  Committee  to  the  Publ  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.7  p.  3896 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J.,  inserted  an  address  and 
newspaper  article  favoring  extension  of  the  reciprocal  trade  and  mutual 
security  programs,  pp.  3897-3900 


i  CONGRESS  f  1  1"%  JTfc  O 

H.  R,  9821 


IN'  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  14, 1958 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Eoad  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  federal-aid  highways 

4  Section  1.  (a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropria- 

5  tions. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

6  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 

7  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple- 

8  mentary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro- 

9  priated  the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
10  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
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year  ending  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system. 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Appoetioxments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

(b)  Availability  foe  Expendituee. — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  he  available 
for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any 
amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 
is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 
specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and  prior  Acts: 


1  Provided  further ,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore, 

2  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects 

3  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the  Secretary 

4  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  discharge 

5  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications,  esti- 

6  mates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  con- 

7  struction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving 

8  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 

9  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construc- 

10  tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 

11  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  cate- 

12  gory  approved  by  him:  Provided  further,  That  such  ap- 

13  proval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  proce¬ 
ll  dures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  sec- 
1®  tion  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950: 

And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  fore- 
1^  going  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its 
obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  maintenance, 
nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
29  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the 

21  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after 

22  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
29  showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction  of 
21  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban 
2^  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by 
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modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  he  credited 
to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban, 
previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $30,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and 
(2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$28,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961 : 
Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction 
or  reconstruction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to 
the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and 
reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter 
funds  available  for  forest  highways  and  forest  development 
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roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular 
parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control 
facibties:  And  provided  further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shall  be  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Eico  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Pederal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950. 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  AND  SO  FORTH 

Sec.  3.  (a)  National  Parks,  and  so  Forth— For 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads 
and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monu¬ 
ment  approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
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there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — Lor  the  con¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access 
to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961 :  Provided, 
That  the  location,  type  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges 
constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 
(64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unre¬ 
served  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Fed¬ 
eral  reservations  the  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
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1  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 

2  ending  June  30,  1961. 

3  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  POR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS,  AND 

4  SO  FORTH 

5  Sec.  5.  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  high- 

6  ways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 

7  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 

8  shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date 

9  not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the 

10  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  re- 

11  quired:  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended 

12  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  author- 

13  ized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged 

14  with  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  au- 
thority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into 

15  contracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing 
11  so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
1®  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 

19  fimds  shall  he  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so  obli- 

20  gated.  Any  fimds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author- 

21  ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  develop- 

22  ment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
22  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
24  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  author- 
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ized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall  have 
been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of 
final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and 
be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

RELATIONSHIP  OP  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS;  EFFECTIVE 

DATE 

Sec.  6.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 

approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory 

\ 

thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable 
hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  7.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1958”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  13,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


March  22,  1958.— Ordered  to  be  printed 
Tiled  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  March  21  (legislative  day, 

March  17),  1958 


Mr  Chavez,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

together  with 

SUPPLEMENTAL,  ADDITIONAL,  AND  SEPARATE  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  3414] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  3414)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment,  and 
recommend  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

The  amendment  strikes  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts 
a  new  text  which  appears  in  the  reported  bill  in  italic  type. 

S.  3414  includes  the  authorization  for  continuing  and  expanding  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program.  It  includes  (1)  an  additional  authori¬ 
zation  of  appropriations  for  the  regular  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
for  fiscal  year  1959,  and  the  regular  biennial  authorizations  for  such 
systems  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961;  (2)  additional  authorizations 
for  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  for  fiscal 
years  1959,  1960,  and  1961 ;  (3)  provisions  for  apportionment  of  inter¬ 
state  authorizations  to  the  States  for  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960;  (4) 
authorization  for  the  public-domain  roads  for  fiscal  years  1959  and 
1960;  (5)  certain  amendments  to  existing  Federal-aid  highway  laws; 
and  (6)  it  establishes  a  policy  and  provides  for  Federal  assistants  to 
States  desiring  to  implement  a  program  for  use  of  an  improvement 
of  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  regulating  the  erection 
and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  mediums. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  held  hearings  on  the  status 
and  progress  of  the  national  highway  program  and  on  proposed 
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Federal- aid  highway  legislation  for  a  total  of  14  days,  extending  from 
January  8  to  March  11,  1958. 

Testimony  and  statements  were  received  by  the  subcommittee 
from  about  60  persons  and  organizations.  These  witnesses  included 
all  of  the  principal  organizations  interested  in  highway  development; 
representatives  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  charged  with 
supervision  of  the  Federal-aid  program;  governors,  Senators,  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  other  Federal  and  local  officials,  and 
interested  parties. 

After  considering  all  the  bills  and  proposed  amendments  to  said 
bills,  individual  bills  proposing  amendments  to  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  and  the  testimony  given  at  the  hearings,  the 
committee  has  amended  S.  3414  to  include  what  it  believes  to  be 
necessary  for  expediting  and  accelerating  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  reducing  unemployment, 
placing  our  productive  facilities  into  more  complete  usefulness,  and 
making  earlier  completion  of  sections  of  our  Nation’s  highways  pos¬ 
sible,  thereby  advancing  their  increased  contribution  to  the  enhance-^ 
ment  of  our  national  productivity  and  our  continued  economic  growth\ 
and  prosperity. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  authorizing  a  new  and 
enlarged  Federal-aid  highway  program  of  far-reaching  consequences 
that,  in  its  entirety,  will  be  one  of  the  great  construction  projects  of 
all  time.  It  continued  the  cooperative  effort  that  has  evolved  during 
the  life  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  begun  in  1916,  yet  in¬ 
cluded  many  other  provisions  the  effects  of  which  are  only  beginning 
to  be  realized  after  less  than  2  years  of  operation. 

The  act  recognized  the  Federal  responsibility  for  the  early  comple¬ 
tion  of  a  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  a 
41,000-mile  system  of  highways  of  greatest  importance  to  the  Nation 
as  a  whole,  by  providing  that  the  Federal  Government  pay  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  this  segment  of  our  highway  system.  The  act 
included  authorization  over  a  13-year  period,  1957  through  1969,  of 
Federal  funds  totaling  $25  billion,  estimated  to  be  sufficient,  with 
State  matching  funds,  to  complete  the  construction  of  the  entire 
system  as  then  designated.  Financing  provisions  were  included  ii ym 
the  act  to  finance  that  program  over  the  period  from  fiscal  year  1957\^ 
through  1972. 

The  act  went  beyond  previous  legislation  in  prescribing  that 
design  standards  for  the  Interstate  System  should  be  adequate  to 
accommodate  the  types  and  volumes  of  traffic  forecast  for  the  year 
1975,  and  by  requiring  controlled  access  as  an  important  feature. 

It  also  established  a  Federal  highway  trust  fund  into  which  certain 
receipts  from.  Federal  highway-user  taxes  are  to  be  transferred.  The 
act  requires  that  certain  specified  highway-user  revenues  received  by 
the  Federal  Government  shall  be  expended  only  for  highway  purposes. 

The  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  is  a  most 
important  segment  of  the  Nation’s  highway  system.  Comprising 
about  1 .5  percent  of  the  highway  mileage  it  carries  about  20  percent 
of  the  highway  traffic.  It  connects,  as  directly  as  practicable,  the 
principal  metropolitan  areas,  cities,  and  industrial  centers,  serves  the 
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national  defense,  and  connects  with  routes  of  continental  importance 
in  Canada  and  Mexico.  It  will  link  together  90  percent  of  the  cities 
having  populations  in  excess  of  50,000,  and  connects  42  of  the  48 
State  capitols,  as  well  as  many  smaller  cities  and  towns.  It  will 
serve  well  over  half  of  the  rural  population  of  the  United  States. 

The  Congress  departed  from  its  normal  practice  of  making  biennial 
authorizations  for  Federal-aid  highway  expenditures  in  authorizing 
the  13-year  program  for  the  Interstate  System.  This  action  provided 
assurance  to  the  States  of  the  Federal  determination  to  provide 
adequate  funds  to  complete  the  system  within  a  definite  period  of 
time,  and  assurance  to  the  material  and  equipment  industries,  the 
highway  contractors,  and  others  associated  with  highway  construction 
that  they  should  make  then-  plans  and  gear  their  activities  to  com¬ 
pletion  of  this  huge  program  within  the  specified  time. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  held  hearings  early  in  1957  and 
again  this  year,  on  the  status  and  progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program,  implementing  its  plan  to  conduct  an  annual  review  and 
ixercise  strict  surveillance  of  the  program,  discuss  the  problems 
involved,  program  progress,  the  financial  situation,  and  to  eliminate 
legislative  obstacles  that  may  be  slowing  down  any  specific  features 
of  the  program. 

At  the  present  time  the  interstate  program  in  the  Nation  as  a 
whole  is  proceeding  satisfactorily,  after  a  rather  slow  start.  Funds 
authorized  for  fiscal  years  1957,  1958,  and  1959  have  been  apportioned 
to  the  States,  and  are  available  for  obligation.  Many  of  the  States 
are  proceeding  ahead  of  schedule  with  their  obligation  of  funds,  while 
others,  although  now  behind  schedule,  have  removed  legal,  financial, 
and  administrative  difficulties,  and  are  now  in  a  position  to  proceed 
with  highway  construction  at  a  much  faster  rate. 

Section  108  (d)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  directed 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  the  State  highway 
departments,  to  submit  to  the  Congress  an  estimate  of  cost  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  Interstate  System  in  the  several  States.  The  report  on 
this  cost  study  was  submitted  to  Congress  on  January  7,  1958,  and  is 
published  as  House  Document  No.  300,  85th  Congress.  Cost  esti¬ 
mates  in  this  report  were  based  on  the  average  cost  indices  of  construc¬ 
tion  for  the  last  half  of  the  calendar  year  of  1956.  The  total  estimated 
\)st  in  the  report  for  completing  the  designated  38,548  miles  of  the 
fnterstate  System  is  about  $37.6  billion,  or  37  percent  higher  than  the 
amounts  authorized  in  the  1956  act.  This  increase  is  due  in  part  to 
increased  prices,  but  principally  to  increased  work  required  by  the  1956 
act  not  contemplated  in  the  original  somewhat  sketchy  cost  estimate 
on  which  the  authorizations  in  the  1956  act  were  based,  which  was 
midyear  1954  prices.  Two  of  these  major  items  of  increase  in  the 
latest  estimates  are  rights-of-way,  11  percent,  and  provisions  for 
local  needs  (interchanges,  service  roads,  etc.)  15  percent.  Estimates 
of  traffic  volumes  are  continually  increasing.  In  1957  there  were  65 
million  cars  on  the  highways.  It  is  now  estimated  that  in  1975  there 
will  be  100  million. 

A  tabular  comparison  of  the  present  financing  that  was  provided 
by  the  1954  and  1956  acts  and  the  financing  needs  currently  estimated 
in  accordance  with  the  1956  act  is  given  in  the  following  table. 


4 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


Federal 

share 

(billions) 

State  match¬ 
ing  share 
(billions) 

Total 

(billions) 

Current  estimate  of  needed  Federal  aid-State  matching  money: 
For  fiscal  years  1957-59  (Federal  funds  already  appor¬ 
tioned) . .  ..  _ _  _ _ _ _ 

$4. 875 
29. 077 

$0. 605 
3.065 

$5,480 
32. 142 

Required  for  1960  and  later  fiscal  years.  __  _ 

Total  _ _ - _ _ 

33. 952 
25.000 

3.670 

2. 645 

37. 622 
27.645 

The  committee  believes  that  the  interstate  program  is  now  in  real 
danger  of  slowing  down  and  falling  behind  the  contemplated  schedule. 
In  addition  to  the  increased  costs,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
advised  that  the  apportionments  for  fiscal  year  1960  cannot  be  made 
until  December  1958,  instead  of  July  1958,  and  that  the  apportion¬ 
ment  for  the  Interstate  System  at  that  time  will  be  about  $1.6  billion, 
rather  than  the  $2.2  billion  authorized  in  the  1956  act,  due  to  the 
anticipated  deficiency  in  the  highway  trust  fund.  a 

The  present  status  of  the  highway  trust  fund  is  as  follows: 


Highway  trust  fund  status  as  of  Feb.  28,  1958— Compiled  from  reports  of  the  Treasury 

Department 


Fiscal  year 
1957 

Fiscal  year 
1958  to  Feb. 
28,  1958 

Total,  July  1, 
1956,  to  Feb. 
28,  1958 

$516, 335, 489 

1, 492, 160, 208 
6,  875, 452 

Receipts: 

$1, 478, 925, 050 
3,  094, 003 

$2, 971, 085, 258 
9, 969, 455 

1, 482, 019, 053 

2, 015, 371, 149 

2, 981, 054, 713 

Expenditures  (Treasury  checks  issued): 

965, 506, 734 
16,  830 
160,000 

999,  523, 549 
88, 933, 715 
200, 000 

1, 965, 030, 283 
88, 950,  545 
360,000 

Labor  Standards  transfers _ _ _ _ 

Total  expenditures . -  -  - 

965, 683, 564 

1, 088, 657, 264 

2, 054, 340, 828 

516, 335, 489 

926, 713, 885 

926, 713, 885 

Fund  assets: 

United  States  securities  (par) _ 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads  (Treasury  balance) _ 

404,  444,  000 
84,  493,  266 
27, 398, 223 

714, 916, 000 
62,  969, 716 
148,  828, 169 

714, 916, 000 
62,  969,  716 
148, 828,  VM 

516,335,489 

926, 713, 885 

926, 713, 8^ 

Because  of  these  two  factors,  increased  cost  and  decreased  appor¬ 
tionments,  the  program  for  the  Interstate  System  faces  a  stretchout 
or  an  extension  of  the  construction  and  financing  period  for  several 
years.  This  would  result  in  increased  cost  of  the  highway  program, 
make  obsolete  the  highways  before  they  are  completed,  and  delay 
receipt  of  the  economic  benefits  that  flow  from  an  adequate  highway 
network. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings  various  witnesses,  including 
several  State  governors,  expressed  their  belief  that  it  would  he  tragic 
to  extend  the  interstate  construction  program  beyond  the  completion 
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date  authorized  in  the  1956  act.  Upon  later  contact,  47  of  the  48 
State  governors  also  expressed  similar  sentiments  and  agreed  that 
the  Interstate  System  should  be  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
original  schedule.  Various  methods  and  proposals  for  meeting  the 
trust  fund  deficiencies  were  discussed. 

The  committee  realizes  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  and  recom¬ 
mends  enactment  of  S.  3414  as  the  first  step  to  keep  the  Interstate 
program  on  schedule,  by  increasing  the  authorization  for  1959,  1960, 
and  1961.  These  increases  reflect  the  increased  cost  estimates,  which 
may  not  be  completely  accurate  as  of  this  date,  but  which  are  the 
best  available,  and  which  may  be  corrected  by  subsequent  estimates. 
Data  presented  at  the  hearing  indicated  that  recent  contract  bids 
have  average  about  7.2  percent  below  the  State’s  cost  estimates,  with 
some  contract  awards  as  much  as  20  to  25  percent  below  such  estimates. 
Better  information  on  cost  data  will  be  available  within  the  next 
year  or  so,  as  more  experience  on  contract  bids  is  obtained. 

The  increased  authorizations  for  the  Interstate  System  included  in 
V>.  3414  do  not  fully  meet  the  revised  cost  estimates,  but  the  committee 
^believes  the  amounts  reasonable  at  the  present  time,  and  the  authori¬ 
zation  can  be  increased  or  supplemented  if  later  experience  indicates 
the  need  therefor. 

The  need  for  maintaining  the  construction  schedules  set  forth  in  the 
1956  act  is  more  urgent  at  the  present  time  because  of  the  current 
state  of  our  economy,  with  about  5.2  million  persons  unemployed. 
One  of  the  most  effective  means  of  stimulating  our  economy  is  by 
accelerating  a  sound  public  works  program.  There  is  no  program  of 
permanent  public  improvement  that  can  be  so  promptly  accelerated, 
put  men  to  work  more  rapidly,  and  stimulate  the  Nation’s  economy 
more  effectually  than  the  highway  program.  Plans  are  ready  and 
the  States  can  proceed  as  soon  as  funds  are  made  available.  This  is 
particularly  true  of  the  regular  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  Federal- 
aid  systems — the  so-called  ABC  roads.  The  committee  believes  that 
these  systems  offer  an  excellent  opportunity  to  provide  employment 
and  improve  economic  conditions  in  areas  remote  from  the  location 
of  the  Interstate  System,  and  that  the  States  can  put  an  additional 
amount  of  ABC  funds  under  contract  almost  immediately,  provided 
such  funds  are  available.  It  is  estimated  that  each  $9,000  spent  for 
■highway  work  will  provide  1  man-year  of  employment.  The  com- 
niittee  has  recommended  provisions  in  the  bill  for  advances  of  funds 
to  the  States  for  matching  purposes,  reimbursement  to  be  made  from 
subsequent  Federal -aid  highway  apportionments.  The  committee 
recommends  a  more  liberal  matching  formula  for  the  additional  funds 
made  available  for  the  ABC  roads  for  fiscal  year  1959.  It  is  em¬ 
phasized  that  this  70-30  matching  formula  applies  only  to  this  special 
supplemental  authorization.  Regular  apportionments  for  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  roads  will  continue  to  require  the  existing  50-50 
matching  formula.  N§ 

The  mileage  on  the  various  designated  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
are  shown  in  the  following  tabulation : 


Rural  and  urban  mileages  of  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
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Mileages  of  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
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Total 
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State 

Alabama _  ..  _ _ _ 

Arizona _ _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ 

Connecituct _ _ _ 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia. _ _  _ _ 

Idaho _ _ _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ _ _ 

Iowa _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Kansas  _ _ 

Kentucky _ _ _ _ _ 

Louisiana _ _ 

Maine..  _ _ _ 

Maryland..  _ _ _ ... 

M  assachuset  ts _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Michigan _ _ _ 

Minnesota _ _ 

Mississippi 

Missouri _ _ _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ _ 

Nevada.  _ 

New  Hampshire _ _  _ _ _ 

New  Jersey _ _ 

New  Mexico _ _ _ 

New  York _ _  _.  _ _ _ _ _ 

North  Carolina _ _ 

North  Dakota _ _ _ _ 

Ohio.... . . . 

Oklahoma . . . . . 

Oregon . . . . .  . . 

Pennsylvania _ 

Rhode  Island _ _ _ _ _ _ 

South  Carolina _ _ 
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FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


DESIGNATION  OF  INTERSTATE  MILEAGE 

Prior  to  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  routes 
totaling  40,000  miles  had  been  selected  by  joint  action  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  the  State  highway  departments  as  the  Interstate 
System.  As  detailed  engineering  studies  became  available  the  overall 
length  of  the  routes  was  reduced  to  38,548  miles  due  to  more  direct 
alinement  on  new  locations.  The  estimates  of  cost  for  completing  the 
Interstate  System  are  based  on  this  38,548  miles.  This  reduction  in 
length  on  the  Interstate  System  left  1,452  miles  available  for  designa¬ 
tion,  which  with  the  additional  1,000  miles  authorized  in  the  1956  act, 
would  leave  2,452  miles  available  for  designation.  The  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  received  requests  from  the  States  totaling  over  13,000 
miles  for  designation  on  the  Interstate  System  from  the  authorized 
additional  1,000  miles. 

In  October  1957,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  approved  867  miles  of 
routes  proposed  by  the  States;  suggested  508  miles  of  routes  for 
consideration  by  the  States;  suggested  a  modification  of  a  547-mile 
route  proposed  by  the  States;  earmarked  180  miles  of  routes  to  provide 
circumferential  or  belt  highways  for  13  cities  of  more  than  200,000 
population;  and  reserved  the  remaining  350  miles  pending  establish¬ 
ment  of  final  locations  of  the  routes. 

Consideration  of  these  routes  was  based  on  national  defense,  system 
integration,  industry,  and  population.  The  committee  realizes  that 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  studied  the  proposed  designations  on  a 
national  basis  and  discussed  the  situation  with  the  Department  of 
Defense,  and  that  certain  suggested  routes  of  national  significance  had 
not  been  proposed  by  the  States.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  Secretary  should  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the  States 
before  announcing  the  routes  designated  and  those  suggested  for 
designation.  A  tabulation  of  the  additional  mileage  is  as  follows: 
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Additional  interstate  system,  routes  announced,  Oct.  18,  1957 


Miles  of  new  routes  under 
40,000-mile  authority 


Miles  of  new  routes  under  1,000-mile 
authority 


) 


) 


Approved 

Suggested 

Total 

Approved 

Modifica¬ 
tion  sug¬ 
gested 

Suggested 

Total 

Alabama _ _ _ 

California _ 

302 

302 

Connecticut .  . . __  . 

Florida _ 

5 

5 

Kentucky. .  _ 

8 

80 

88 

81 

81 

2 

2 

Massachusetts _ _  _ 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

i 

1 

10 

10 

7 

7 

Nebraska _ _ 

i 

1 

New  Hampshire _ _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ _ _ 

New  York _ _ _ _ 

North  Carolina . . . 

78 

78 

70 

70 

Ohio _ _ 

100 

100 

Oklahoma . . . . _ 

30 

30 

Pennsylvania _  _ 

112 

112 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _  _ 

160 

160 

90 

90 

Texas _ _ 

143 

143 

Utah _ 

40 

40 

245 

245 

Vermont.. _ _ _ _ _ 

Virginia _ 

33 

37 

70 

Washington..  .  _.  _ _ 

102 

102 

West  Virginia _ _ 

184 

184 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming.. _ _  _ 

District  of  Columbia _ 

1 

1 

Subtotal... _ 

637 

285 

922 

Undistributed  1 _ _ 

180 

180 

Total _ 

637 

465 

1,  102 

230 

547 

223 

1,000 

Reserved  2 _ _ _ 

350 

Grand  total _ 

1,452 

1  For  belt  routes  in  urban  places  of  over  200,000  population. 

3  Pending  establishment  of  final  locations,  to  avoid  exceeding  statutory  limitation. 


S.  Rept.  1407,  85-2 
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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  TOLL  ROADS 


Section  114  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  authorized 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  a  study  of  the  toll  and  free  roads 
on  the  Interstate  System  completed  and  under  construction,  which 
meet  the  standards  of  such  system,  their  cost,  and  other  data  relative 
thereto.  The  Secretary  has  submitted  the  results  of  his  study  to 
Congress,  which  is  published  in  House  Document  No.  301,  85th  Con¬ 
gress.  In  his  study  the  Secretary  found  that  of  the  38,548  miles  of 
approved  locations  on  the  Interstate  System  as  of  September  1957, 
10,859  miles  or  28  percent  met  the  criteria  for  consideration  for  reim¬ 
bursement,  if  such  a  policy  should  be  approved  by  the  Congress.  In 
this  mileage  were  included  1,950  miles  of  toll  roads  in  26  States  and 
8,909  miles  of  free  roads  in  47  States.  Only  1,955  miles  of  the  10,859- 
mile  total  were  fully  completed. 

The  total  cost  of  the  highways  eligible  for  consideration  for  reim¬ 
bursement  amounted  to  $6.09  billion,  of  which  $2.59  billion  was  for 
toll  roads  and  $3.50  billion  for  free  roads.  Federal -aid  funds  ac- A 
counted  for  32  percent  of  the  latter.  Depreciation  of  the  value  of  the® 
roads  relative  to  their  age  would  reduce  the  costs  to  $2.52  billion  for 
toll  roads  and  $3.40  billion  for  free  roads,  a  total  of  $5.92  billion.  The 
Secretary  made  no  recommendation  on  the  justification  for  such  re¬ 
imbursement. 

The  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  3429,  a  bill  which  would  author¬ 
ize  reimbursement  to  the  States  for  certain  free  and  toll  roads  on 
the  Interstate  System  included  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  The  Committee  gave  consideration  to  the  information 
presented  and  discussed  the  matter  thoroughly.  The  merits  of  this 
proposal  were  recognized,  but  it  was  felt  that  because  of  the  policy 
matters  involved,  the  high  costs  of  such  reimbursement,  and  the 
questionable  issues  relative  to  the  financial  provisions,  the  matter 
should  be  the  subject  of  further  study  and  considered  as  separate 
legislation. 

AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FEDERAL-AID  SYSTEMS 


The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  authorized  a  continuation  of 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program  for  an  additional  2-year  period, 
covering  fiscal  years  1958  and  1959,  with  increased  annual  author-- 
izations,  but  under  substantially  the  same  basic  pattern  as  had® 
heretofore  been  adopted  by  Congress.  The  amounts  authorized^ 
by  acts  of  Congress  for  the  various  systems  for  the  past  several  years 
are  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 

The  funds  authorized  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 
have  been  apportioned  to  the  States  for  fiscal  year  1959,  and  are  now 
being  obligated  for  highway  work  in  a  few  States.  Apportionment 
to  the  States  by  classification  of  systems  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  and 
the  additional  authorizations  proposed  in  S.  3414  for  the  same  year, 
are  shown  in  the  following  tabulations: 
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Federal-aid  syste7ns 


1952 

1954 

1956' 

1958 

1959 

Primary  (45  percent)  -* . . _ 

$247.  5 
165.0 
137.5 

$315 

210 

175 

$382.5 

255.0 

212.5 

$393. 75 
262.  50 
218. 75 

Secondary  (30  percent) _ _ 

Urban  (25  percent)—  _ . . 

Total,.  . . . . . 

550.0 

700 

850.0 

875.00 

>  The  act  of  1956  authorized  $125,000,000  additional  for  fiscal  year  1957,  making  the  total  for  that  yea 


Apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  authorized  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  for  the  fiscal  year  1959  1 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


State 

ABC  funds 

Interstate 

(2,000.0) 

Total 

(2,875.0) 

Primary 

(393.7) 

Secondary 

(262.5) 

Urban 

(218.8) 

Total  for 
ABC 
funds 
(875.0) 

Alabama _ 1 _ 

8.3 

6.5 

2.8 

17.6 

40.7 

58.3 

Arizona _ _ 

5.7 

3.9 

.9 

10.5 

22.8 

33.3 

Arkansas. - - 

6.4 

5.2 

1.2 

12.8 

28.7 

41.  5 

California - - 

18.8 

9.8 

19.5 

48.1 

115.4 

163.5 

Colorado.  _ _ 

7.1 

4.7 

1.8 

13.6 

27. 1 

40.  7 

Connecticut -  - 

2.6 

1.3 

4.2 

8.1 

19.2 

27.  3 

Delaware. . . 

2.0 

1.3 

.4 

3.7 

12.4 

16. 1 

Florida _ _ _  _ _ 

6.2 

4.1 

3.9 

14.2 

33.7 

47.9 

Georgia . 

9.4 

7.3 

3.2 

19.9 

46.0 

65.9 

Idaho _  _ _ 

4.8 

3.4 

.4 

8.6 

20.3 

28.9 

Illinois _ _ _ 

15.2 

8.3 

15.3 

38.8 

93.7 

132.5 

Indiana _ _ 

9.2 

6.4 

5.2 

20.8 

48.3 

69. 1 

Iowa _  _ _ 

9.2 

6.8 

2.6 

18.6 

40.3 

58.9 

Kansas.. - - 

9.2 

6.4 

2.1 

17.7 

35.9 

53.6 

Kentucky-  ..  . . . 

7.2 

6.0 

2.3 

15.5 

37.2 

52.  7 

Louisiana. ..  . 

6.1 

4.4 

3.2 

13.7 

32.7 

46.4 

Maine. ..  . . . . . 

3.2 

2.3 

.9 

6.4 

16.0 

22.  4 

Maryland . . 

3.6 

2.2 

3.7 

9.5 

24.0 

33.  5 

Massachusetts.  ..... 

5.1 

1.9 

9.1 

16.1 

42.5 

58.6 

Michigan . - . . 

12.4 

7.6 

10.2 

30.2 

71.9 

102. 1 

Minnesota. . .  . 

10.1 

7.1 

3.6 

20.8 

45.0 

65.8 

Mississippi . .  — 

6.9 

5.8 

1.2 

13.9 

31.5 

45.4 

Missouri - -  - 

11.1 

7.5 

5.4 

24.0 

53.6 

77.6 

Montana _ _  ...  ..  ... 

7.8 

5.4 

.5 

13.7 

28.5 

42.2 

Nebraska _ _ _ 

7.7 

5.4 

1.3 

14.4 

28.5 

42.9 

Nevada —  -  - 

4.9 

3.3 

.2 

8.4 

20.7 

29. 1 

New  Hampshire _ 

2.0 

1.3 

.6 

3.9 

12.4 

16.3 

NewJersey...  . . .  . 

5.2 

1.7 

9.6 

16.5 

43.5 

60.0 

New  Mexico. . .  . . 

6.2 

4.3 

.7 

11.2 

24.2 

35.4 

New  York  . . 

19.1 

7.7 

29.3 

56.1 

141.9 

198.0 

North  Carolina _  _ 

9.7 

8.3 

2.8 

20.8 

50.5 

71.3 

North  Dakota . . 

5.4 

4.0 

.4 

9.8 

21.9 

31.7 

Ohio -  -  ... _ 

13.6 

8.3 

12.7 

34.6 

84.8 

119.4 

Oklahoma _  ..  ... _ 

8.3 

6.0 

2.4 

16.7 

35.7 

52.4 

Oregon  _  .  -  .  .. 

6.5 

4.6 

1.8 

12.9 

26.8 

39.7 

Pennsylvania -  _.  ... 

15.8 

9.4 

16.6 

41.8 

106.4 

148.2 

Rhode  Island _  _.  _ 

2.0 

1.3 

1.5 

4.8 

12.4 

17.2 

South  Carolina _ _  _ 

5.2 

4.3 

1.5 

11.0 

26.7 

37.7 

South  Dakota . . . . 

5.9 

4.3 

.4 

10.6 

23.2 

33.8 

Tennessee . . . 

8.4 

6.5 

3.2 

18.1 

42.2 

60.3 

Texas . . .  ._  ..  . 

25.4 

17.0 

10.5 

52.9 

115.0 

167.9 

Utah _ _  ...  _ 

4.4 

2.9 

.9 

8.2 

19.3 

27.5 

Vermont _ 

2.0 

1.3 

.3 

3.6 

12.4 

16.0 

Virginia _  ...  .  . 

7.5 

5.8 

3.4 

16.7 

40.  1 

56.8 

Washington . . . 

6.6 

4.4 

3.3 

14.3 

32.2 

46.5 

West  Virginia _ _ 

4.3 

3.7 

1.4 

9.4 

23.6 

33.0 

Wisconsin . .  ..  ..  . 

9.1 

6.4 

4.3 

19.8 

45.2 

65.0 

Wyoming. . .  . 

4.9 

3.3 

.3 

8.5 

20.6 

29.1 

Hawaii..  .  _  .  _ ... 

2.0 

1.  3 

•7 

4  0 

4  0 

District  of  Columbia.. . 

2.0 

1.3 

1.9 

5.2 

12.4 

1L  6 

Puerto  Rico _ _  .  _ 

2. 1 

2. 1 

1.  9 

6  1 

5  1 

Alaska . . . . 

8.0 

5.  4 

.1 

13.5 

13.5 

Total. ..  . . 

391.8 

261.2 

217.6 

870.6 

1, 990. 0 

2,860.6 

•  These  apportionments  were  made  Aug.  1,  1957. 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  additional  authorizations  of  Federal-aid  highway 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1959,  pursuant  to  S.  841 4 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


State 

Primary 

(180) 

ABC 

Secondary 

(120) 

funds 

Urban 

(100) 

Total 

(400) 

Interstate 

(200) 

Total 

(600) 

Alabama _ _ 

3.8 

3.0 

1.3 

8.1 

4.1 

12.2 

Arizona _ 

2.6 

1.8 

.4 

4.8 

2.3 

7.1 

Arkansas _ _ _ 

2.9 

2.4 

.6 

5.9 

2.9 

8.8 

California _ 

8.6 

4.5 

8.9 

22.0 

11.6 

33.6 

Colorado _ _ _ _ 

3.3 

2.2 

.8 

6.3 

2.7 

9.0 

Connecticut . . 

1.2 

.6 

2.0 

3.8 

1.9 

5.7 

Delaware _ 

.9 

.6 

.2 

1.7 

1.3 

3.0 

Florida _  _  ... 

2.9 

1.9 

1.8 

6.6 

3.4 

10.0 

Georgia _  .. . 

4.3 

3.3 

1.6 

9.1 

4.6 

13.7 

Idaho _  .  --- 

2.2 

1.5 

.2 

3.9 

2.0 

5.9 

Illinois _ _ — 

7.0 

3.8 

7.0 

17.8 

9.4 

27.2 

Indiana  . . . . . 

4.2 

2.9 

2.4 

9.5 

4.9 

14.4 

Iowa . . . . 

4.2 

3.1 

1.2 

8.5 

4.0 

12.5 

Kansas _  _ 

4.2 

3.0 

.9 

8.1 

3.6 

11.7 

Kentucky _ 

3.3 

2.8 

1.0 

7.1 

3.7 

10.8 

Louisiana...  . . 

2.8 

2.0 

1.5 

6.3 

3.3 

9. 6, 

Maine. .  .  _ _ 

1.5 

1.1 

.4 

3.0 

1.6 

4.6l 

Maryland . . 

1.7 

1.0 

1.7 

4.4 

2.4 

6.8 

Massachusetts . . 

2.4 

.9 

4.2 

7.5 

4.3 

11.8 

Michigan _  ... 

5.7 

3.5 

4.7 

13.9 

7.2 

21.1 

Minnesota.  . . 

4.6 

3.3 

1.6 

9.5 

4.5 

14.0 

Mississippi _ _ 

3.2 

2.6 

.6 

6.4 

3.2 

9.6 

Missouri.  ...  _ 

5.1 

3.5 

2.5 

11.1 

5.4 

16.5 

Montana _ _ _ _ _ 

3.6 

2.5 

.2 

6.3 

2.9 

9.2 

Nebraska . 

3.5 

2.5 

.6 

6.6 

2.9 

9.5 

Nevada _ _ _ 

2.3 

1.5 

.1 

3.9 

2.1 

6.0 

New  Hampshire _ 

.9 

.6 

.3 

1.8 

1.3 

3.1 

New  Jersey _ 

2.4 

.8 

4.4 

7.6 

4.4 

12.0 

New  Mexico. . . 

2.9 

2.0 

.3 

5.2 

2.4 

7.6 

New  York  . . 

8.8 

3.5 

13.4 

25.7 

14.3 

40.0 

North  Carolina _ 

4.4 

3.8 

1.3 

9.5 

5.1 

14.6 

North  Dakota _ _  _ _ 

2.5 

1.8 

.2 

4.5 

2.2 

6.7 

Ohio _ _ _ 

6.3 

3.8 

5.8 

15.9 

8.5 

24.4 

Oklahoma _ ...  _ 

3.8 

2.7 

1.1 

7.6 

3.6 

11.2 

Oregon _ _ 

3.0 

2.1 

.8 

5.9 

2.7 

8.6 

Pennsylvania _ 

7.3 

4.3 

7.6 

19.2 

10.7 

29.9 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

.9 

.6 

.7 

2.2 

1.3 

3.5 

South  Carolina _ _ 

2.4 

2.0 

.7 

6.1 

2.7 

7.8 

South  Dakota _  ... 

2.7 

2.0 

.2 

4.9 

2.3 

7.2 

Tennessee _  _ 

3.8 

3.0 

1.5 

8.3 

4.2 

12.5 

Texas _ _ 

11.7 

7.8 

4.8 

24.3 

11.6 

35.9 

Utah.  ...  .  . . . 

2.0 

1.3 

.4 

3.7 

1.9 

5.6 

Vermont... . . 

.9 

.6 

.  2 

1.7 

1.2 

2.9 

Virginia  .  _  ... 

3.4 

2.7 

1.6 

7.7 

4.0 

11.7 

Washington  ... _  _  ... 

3.0 

2.0 

1.5 

6.5 

3.2 

9.7 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

2.0 

1.7 

.7 

4.4 

2.4 

6.8 

Wisconsin _ _ _ 

4.2 

2.9 

2.0 

9.1 

4.5 

13.6 

Wyoming...  ...  _  _ 

2.3 

1.5 

.1 

3.9 

2.1 

6.0 

Hawaii.  _ _ _ _ 

.9 

.6 

.3 

1.8 

1 

District  of  Columbia.. . . 

.9 

.6 

.9 

2.4 

1.2 

3.  ff 

Puerto  Rico  _ _ 

.9 

1.0 

.9 

2.  8 

2 

Alaska...  . .  .  ... 

3.7 

2.5 

0) 

6.2 

6.2 

Totals _ _ _ 

180.0 

120.0 

100.0 

400.0 

200.0 

600.0 

1  Alaska,  $0.03. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  195  8 


13 


Sections  1  and  2  of  S.  3414  contain  the  committee  recommendations 
for  authorization  of  appropriations  for  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  segments  of  our  regular  Federal-aid  systems  in  the  following 
amounts:  An  additional  $400  million  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  $900 
million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  to  be  divided  in  the 
usual  45-30-25  percent  ratio.  The  following  sums  would  be  available 
for  each  of  the  systems: 

Federal-aid  systems 


System 

1959 

1960 

1961 

180 

405 

405 

120 

270 

270 

100 

225 

225 

400 

900 

900 

The  sums  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the  manner 
and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  now  provided  by  law,  and  the 
sums  authorized  for  1960  and  1961  would  be  available  for  expenditure 
for  2  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  the  sums  are 
authorized.  Any  apportioned  amounts  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  the  period  for  which  they  are  available  would  lapse. 

The  bill  also  contains  provisions  identical  to  those  in  existing  law 
concerning  the  manner  in  which  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
discharge  his  responsibility  in  administration  of  the  Federal-aih 
secondary  highway  program  in  a  simplified  and  efficient  manner,  yet 
meet  the  objectives  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

Funds  authorized  for  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
systems,  under  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  S.  3414  would  be  matched 
by  the  States  on  a  50-50  basis  as  provided  by  existing  law,  with  the 
present  sliding-scale  provision  for  increased  Federal  share  in  States 
having  large  percentages  in  Federal  lands.  This  sliding  scale  for 
public-lands  States  is  as  follows: 


Sliding  scale  rates  of  Federal-aid  'participation  in  public  lands  Stales,  effective 

Feb.  1,1958 


State 

Ratio  of  the  area 
of  unappropriat¬ 
ed  and  unreserv¬ 
ed  public  lands 
and  nontaxable 
Indian  lands  to 
the  total  area 
of  the  State  1 

Percentage  of  cost  Federal-aid  projects  payable  by 
the  Federal  Government 

50  percent  Fed¬ 
eral;  50  percent 
State 

60  percent  Fed¬ 
eral;  40  percent 
State 

90  percent  Fed¬ 
eral;  10  percent 
State 

Arizona. . . . .  .. 

0. 4391 

71.96 

77.  56 

94.  39 

California . . .  ... 

.  1618 

58. 09 

66.  47 

91.62 

Colorado . . 

.1314 

56.57 

65. 26 

91.31 

Idaho _ _ _ 

.2299 

61.50 

69. 20 

92.30 

Montana . . .  . 

.  1307 

56.54 

65.23 

91.31 

Nevada . . . 

.6748 

83.  74 

86.  99 

2  95.  00 

New  Mexico . .  ...  _ 

.2581 

62.91 

70. 32 

92.58 

Oregon _  _ 

.2379 

61.90 

69.  52 

92.38 

South  Dakota _  _ 

.  1165 

55.  83 

64.  66 

91.17 

Utah _ _ _ 

.4883 

74.42 

79.  53 

94.  88 

Washington . . 

.0707 

53.  54 

62.83 

90.71 

Wyoming...  .... 

.2872 

64.  36 

71.49 

92.  87 

1  Area  data  as  of  June  30,  1957,  furnished  by  Department  of  the  Interior. 

2  Maximum  amount. 
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The  approximate  amounts  which  will  be  apportioned  to  each  State 
for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  are 
shown  in  the  following  table: 

Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid,  highway  funds  for  fiscal  year  1960 

pursuant  to  S.  3414 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


State 

ABC  funds 

Interstate 
(sec.  108(d)) 

Total 

Primary 

Secondary 

Urban 

Total 

Alabama _ _ _ 

8.6 

6.7 

2.9 

18.2 

49.3 

67.6 

Arizona _ 

5.9 

4.0 

.9 

10.8 

34.1 

44.9 

Arkansas _ 

6.6 

5.3 

1.3 

13.2 

24.8 

38.0 

California _ _ 

19.5 

10.1 

20.1 

49.7 

254.0 

303.7 

Colorado _ 

7.3 

4.9 

1.9 

14.1 

19.4 

33.5 

Connecticut _ 

2.7 

1.3 

4.4 

8.4 

30.5 

38.9 

Delaware  . . 

2.0 

1.3 

.5 

3.8 

8.8 

12.6 

Florida _ _  . 

6.4 

4.2 

4. 1 

14.7 

64.8 

79.5 

Georgia _ _ _ _ 

9.7 

7.5 

3.3 

20.5 

60.3 

80.8 

Idaho  _ 

5.0 

3.5 

.4 

8.9 

17.3 

26.  2 

Illinois _ _ _ 

15.7 

8.6 

15.8 

40.1 

128.2 

168.3 

Indiana _ _ 

9.5 

6.6 

5.4 

21.5 

72.1 

93.6 

Iowa . . . . . 

9.5 

7.0 

2.7 

19.2 

23.7 

42.9 

Kansas _ 

9.5 

6.7 

2.1 

18.3 

22.4 

40.7 

Kentucky _ _  .. 

7.5 

6.2 

2.4 

16.1 

44.0 

60.1 

Louisiana . . . . . 

6.3 

4.6 

3.3 

14.2 

66.0 

80.2 

Maine . . .  .  .  .. 

3.4 

2.4 

.9 

6.7 

12.9 

19.6 

Maryland _  ....... 

3.8 

2.3 

3.8 

9.9 

56.3 

66.2 

Massachusetts..  .  ... 

5.3 

2.0 

9.4 

16.7 

69.6 

86.3 

Michigan..  - -  .  - - 

12.8 

7.8 

10.6 

31.2 

98.3 

129.5 

Minnesota _ _ 

10.4 

7.4 

3.7 

21.5 

47.1 

68.6 

Mississippi . __  _  _  ... 

7.1 

6.0 

1.2 

14.3 

27.5 

41.8 

Missouri . .  ... 

11.5 

7.8 

5.5 

24.8 

71.3 

96.1 

Montana . . . .  .. 

8.1 

5.6 

.5 

14.2 

28.4 

42.6 

Nebraska . . . 

8.0 

5.6 

1.3 

14.9 

15.4 

30.3 

Nevada _ _ 

5.0 

3.4 

.2 

8.6 

13.1 

21.7 

New  Hampshire _  . 

2.0 

1.3 

.7 

4.0 

13.8 

17.8 

New  Jersey.. . - 

5.4 

1.8 

9.9 

17.1 

80.9 

98.0 

New  Mexico . . . 

6.5 

4.4 

.7 

11.6 

30.0 

41.6 

New  York . . .  . 

19.7 

8.0 

30.3 

58.0 

123.8 

181.8 

North  Carolina . . .  .. 

10.0 

8.6 

2.9 

21.5 

13.3 

34.8 

North  Dakota. . . 

5.7 

4.1 

.4 

10.2 

11. 1 

21.3 

Ohio _ 

14.1 

8.5 

13.1 

35.7 

162.9 

198.6 

Oklahoma . . . .  .. 

8.6 

6.2 

2.5 

17.3 

22.7 

40.0 

Oregon - -  — 

6.8 

4.7 

1.8 

13.3 

43.3 

56.6 

Pennsylvania - 

16.3 

9.8 

17.1 

43.2 

102.0 

145.2 

Rhode  Island _ 

2.1 

1.3 

1.6 

5.0 

11.7 

16.7 

South  Carolina _ _ 

5.4 

4.6 

1.5 

11.4 

20.6 

32.0 

South  Dakota _ _  ... 

6.1 

4.4 

.5 

11.0 

10.6 

21.6 

Tennessee -  - - 

8.6 

6.8 

3.3 

18.7 

74.  1 

92.8 

Texas _ _ _ _ 

26.3 

17.6 

10.9 

54.8 

113.0 

167.8 

Utah _ 

4.6 

3.0 

.9 

8.5 

23.4 

31.9 

Vermont .  . . 

2.0 

1.3 

.4 

3.7 

23.6 

27.3 

Virginia . . . 

7.7 

6.0 

3.5 

17.2 

105.9 

123.1 

Washington . 

6.8 

4.6 

3.4 

14.8 

45.3 

60. 1 

West  Virginia _ 

4.4 

3.9 

1.4 

9.7 

31.3 

41.0 

Wisconsin . .  . . . 

9.4 

6.6 

4.  5 

20.5 

26.3 

46.8 

Wyoming . .  . . . 

5.1 

3.4 

.2 

8.7 

26.0 

34.7 

2.0 

1.3 

.8 

4.  1 

4  1 

District  of  Columbia . . 

2.0 

1.3 

2.0 

5.3 

24.8 

30. 1 

Puerto  Eico _ 

2.1 

2.2 

2.0 

6.3 

6.3 

Alaska _ 

8.2 

5.6 

.  1 

13.9 

13.9 

Total _  _ 

405.0 

270.0 

225.0 

900.0 

2, 500. 00 

3, 400. 0 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  for  fiscal  year  1961  pur¬ 
suant  to  S.  8414  1 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


ABO  funds 


State 


Primary 

Secondary 

Urban 

Total 

Alabama,,  ...  .  _  ... 

8.6 

6.7 

2.9 

18.2 

Arizona _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5.9 

4.0 

.9 

10.8 

Arkansas _ _  ... _ _ _ _ 

6.6 

5.3 

1.3 

13.2 

California . . . .  _ 

19.5 

10.1 

20. 1 

49.7 

Colorado . . . . . 

7.3 

4.9 

1.9 

14.1 

Connecticut _  .  .  . . . . 

2.7 

1.3 

4.4 

8.4 

Delaware.. _ _  .  ..  _  ... 

2.0 

1.3 

.5 

3.8 

Florida _  ._  _ _  _ 

6.4 

4.2 

4.1 

14.  7 

Georgia . . . . .  ... 

9.7 

7.5 

3.3 

20.5 

Idaho _ _ _  ... _ 

5.0 

3.5 

.4 

8.9 

Illinois. . . . . . 

15.7 

8.6 

15.8 

40.1 

Indiana . .  . . .  . .  ... 

9.5 

6.6 

5.4 

21.5 

Iowa . . . . 

9.5 

7.0 

2.7 

19.2 

Kansas...  ...  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

9.5 

6.7 

2.1 

18.3 

Kentucky . .  .  .  ... 

7.5 

6.2 

2.4 

16.1 

Louisiana _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.3 

4.6 

3.3 

14.2 

Maine _  _  .  .  _  ... 

3.4 

2.4 

.9 

6.7 

Maryland . . . .  .  .  . 

3.8 

2.3 

3.8 

9.9 

Massachusetts . . . . 

5.3 

2.0 

9.4 

16.7 

Michigan _ _ _  ._  . 

12.8 

7.8 

10.6 

31.2 

Minnesota  ..  _ _ _ _ 

10.4 

7.4 

3.7 

21.5 

Mississippi _  _  _ _ _ 

7.1 

6.0 

1.2 

14.3 

Missouri _  _ _ _ _ 

11.5 

7.8 

5.5 

24.8 

Montana _ _ _ _ _ _ 

8.1 

5.6 

.5 

14.2 

Nebraska _ _  .  ...  . . . 

8.0 

5.6 

1.3 

14.9 

Nevada . . .  .  . 

5.0 

3.4 

.2 

8.6 

New  Hampshire . . . 

2.0 

1.3 

.7 

4.0 

New  Jersey _ _ _  _ 

5.4 

1.8 

9.9 

17.  1 

New  Mexico _ _ _  .  _ ... 

6.5 

4.4 

.7 

11.6 

New  York.  . 

19.7 

8.0 

30.3 

58.0 

North  Carolina  .  .  _ 

10.0 

8.6 

2.9 

21.5 

North  Dakota - - - - 

5.7 

4. 1 

.4 

10.2 

Ohio..  .  . . . . 

14. 1 

8.5 

13. 1 

35.7 

Oklahoma _  ...  .  - - 

8.6 

6.2 

2.5 

17.3 

Oregon _  __  . . .  .  .  .. 

6.8 

4.7 

1.8 

13.3 

Pennsylvania..  . . . 

16.3 

9.8 

17.1 

43.2 

Rhode  Island - - - -  ..  -  - - 

2.1 

1.3 

1.6 

5.0 

South  Carolina _ 

5.4 

4.5 

1.5 

11.4 

South  Dakota - - -  - - 

6.1 

4.4 

.6 

11.0 

Tennessee . . . . . 

8.6 

6.8 

3.3 

18.7 

Texas . .  .  .  .  . . 

26.3 

17.6 

10.9 

54.8 

Utah _ _ _ 

4.6 

3.0 

.9 

8.5 

Vermont.  _  _ _ 

2.0 

1.3 

.4 

3.7 

Virginia _ 

7.7 

6.0 

3.5 

17.2 

Washington -  - - 

6.8 

4.6 

3.4 

14.8 

West  Virginia..  - -  - 

4.4 

3.9 

1.4 

9.7 

Wisconsin _  .  —  . 

9.4 

6.6 

4.5 

20.5 

Wyoming..  _  _ 

5.1 

3.4 

.2 

8.7 

Hawaii _  _  _ _ _  .  . 

2.0 

1.3 

.8 

4.  1 

District  of  Columbia. _ _ _  .  .. 

2.0 

1.3 

2.0 

5.3 

Puerto  Rico .  _  . . . 

2.1 

2.2 

2.0 

6.3 

Alaska -  - - - - - 

8.2 

>  5.6 

.1 

13.9 

Total - - - 

405.0 

270.0 

225.0 

900.0 

1  S.  3414  also  authorizes  $2,500,000,000  of  interstate  funds  for  the  fiscal  year  1961,  but  does  not  specify  the 
basis  for  apportionment  to  States. 


16 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


Section  2  (e)  of  S.  3414  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $115  million 
for  the  purpose  of  assisting  any  State  in  meeting  the  requirements  for 
State  funds  to  match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State  from  the 
$400  million  additional  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1959.  All  or  part  of 
this  $115  million  could  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  upon 
the  request  of  any  State  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  of  any  project  provided  for  by  this  additional  authorization, 
with  the  provision  that  the  amount  of  the  increase  of  the  Federal 
share  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
project.  The  total  amount  of  such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  as 
are  made  under  this  authorization  would  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal 
Government  by  deduction  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts  so  expended 
for  projects  on  the  Federal -aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems, 
in  two  equal  amounts  from  sums  subsequently  apportioned  to  the 
States  from  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  fiscal 
years  1961  and  1962. 

Approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  for  which  the 
Federal  share  is  increased  shall  be  considered  a  contractual  obligation 
of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in  the 
Federal  share,  and  such  funds  would  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended 
when  so  obligated. 

It  is  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  $400  million 
additional  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1959  would  be  supplementary  to, 
and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  sum  heretofore  or  herein  authorized  for  expendi¬ 
ture  on  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  systems,  but 
would  be  made  available  for  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of 
highway  construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 
with  funds  otherwise  authorized. 

The  advances  that  could  be  made  and  the  State  matching  funds 
required  under  section  102  (e)  are  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 
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ABC  approximate  apportionment 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Fiscal  year 
1959 

additional 

State  matching  (70  percent 
Federal-30  percent  State) 
sliding  scale 

$400,000 

H 

Alabama _ _  _  _  _ ___ 

8,089 
4,806 
5,  878 
22, 076 
6,259 
3,  734 
1.706 

2,  311 
649 

1, 156 
324 
840 

Arkansas _ _ _ _ _  _ 

1,679 
4,  945 
1,470 
1, 067 
487 

2,  473 
736 

Colorado _  _  ... 

Connecticut . -  .  __ . . . 

533 

Delaware _  _  _ _ __  _ 

244 

Florida. .  _ _  _  _ 

6,  544 
9,118 
3,937 

1,870 

2,605 

789 

935 

Georgia _ _  _  ...  _ _  _  . 

1,  303 

Idaho  .  ....  ....  .  . . .  .  ....  _  ... 

394 

Illinois _ 

17,  804 
9,  £43 
8,  523 
8, 122 
7, 138 
6,  305 
2,976 
4,  395 

5,087 
2,  727 
2,  435 
2,321 
2,039 
1,801 
850 

2,543 
1,363 
1,218 
1, 160 
1,020 
901 

Kansas _  _  _  _ 

Kentucky _ _ 

425 

Maryland _ _ _ 

1,256 
2, 120 
3,959 
2,  727 

628 

Massachusetts _ _ _  _ 

7,  420 
13,  856 
9,  544 
6,  374 
11,041 

1,060 

1,979 

1,363 

911 

Michigan _  _  _ 

Mississippi _ _ _  _  . 

l’  821 
3, 155 
1,487 

Missouri _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1,577 

744 

6,324 

6,  G30 

1, 894 
277 

947 

3,  839 
1,798 

138 

New  Hampshire _  ...  _ _ _ 

514 

257 

New  Jersey _  _  _  .. 

7,  586 
5, 170 
25,  766 

2, 167 
987 

1,084 

493 

New  Mexico _  _  __  _  _ _ 

New  York _  _  ...  _  . .  _ 

7,  362 
2,  731 

3,681 

1.366 

644 

North  Carolina _  _  _ 

9,  559 

4,  510 

1,289 
4,537 
2,  191 

1, 165 
6,  491 
634 

Ohio _  _ _ _  _  ... 

15;  878 
7,  667 

2,268 

1,095 

583 

Oklahoma _  _ _  ... _ 

Oregon _  _  _ _  _ _ _ 

5,  900 

Pennsylvania _  _ 

19,  218 
2,219 
5,  067 

4,  880 
8,  295 

2,  745 

Rhode  Island _  .  _  _  .  _  _  . 

317 

South  Carolina _ _ _ _  ... 

1,  448 

1, 173 
2,370 
6,  953 
459 

724 

South  Dakota _ _ _  _ _ 

586 

Tennessee _  ...  _ _ .  _  .  _  _ 

1, 185 
3,  476 
230 

Texas... _  _  _  _  ..  _ 

24,  334 

Utah _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

3,  798 

1,  657 

Vermont _  _ _ _  _  _ 

473 

237 

7,  658 

6,  562 

2, 188 
1,691 
1,236 
2,600 
705 

1,094 

846 

Washington .  . . 

West  Virginia _ _  _ _ ...  ...  _ _ 

4,  325 

9,  100 
3,887 
1,838 
2,369 
2,799 
6, 179 

618 

Wisconsin .  . 

1,  300 
352 

Wyoming _  _  _  _  . 

525 

263 

677 

338 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

800 

400 

1,765 

883 

Total _ 

400,  000 

107,  959 

63,980 

S.  Rept.  1407,  85^-2 
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The  committee  realizes  that  some  of  the  States  are  behind  schedule  in 
obligating  apportionments  previously  made,  and  many  are  ahead  of 
schedule,  but  none  of  the  apportionments  have  thus  far  been  per¬ 
mitted  to  lapse.  It  is  hoped  that  during  the  coming  construction 
season  more  of  the  States  will  bring  their  schedules  up  to  date  on 
current  apportionments  before  utilizing  the  additional  amount  made 
available  herein  to  take  advantage  of  the  more  favorable  matching 
ratio.  Complete  obligation  of  prior  apportionments,  however,  is 
not  made  a  prerequisite  for  obtaining  funds  made  available  under  this 
additional  authorization. 

The  status  of  the  highway  program  with  respect  to  obligation  of 
funds  is  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program — Relationship  to  fiscal  year  authoriza¬ 
tions,  by  States,  as  of  Feb.  28,  1958 


State 

Percentage  of  fiscal  year’s  funds  covered  by  contracts  advertised  and  funds 

obligated 

Interstate  funds 

Primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
funds 

1959 

1958 

1957 

1959 

1958 

1957 

Alabama _ 

31 

100 

28 

100 

100- 

76 

100 

30 

100 

100 

71 

100 

30 

100 

76 

100 

100 

97 

100- 

78 

100 

67 

100 

63 

100 

0) 

38 

85 

100 

Florida _ _  _  . 

54 

100 

72 

100 

17 

100 

41 

100' 

69 

67 

10O 

Illinois _ 

41 

100 

100 

43 

10ft 

Indiana _ 

76 

86 

Iowa _ _ ... 

52 

100 

18 

100 

100 

Kansas _ _ _ __  . 

94 

100 

38 

100 

100 

32 

100 

71 

100 

57 

100 

24 

100’ 

Maine _  _  _ 

19 

100 

67 

100 

Maryland.  _  _  _ 

68 

100 

100 

29 

100 

Massachusetts _  _ _  __ 

77 

100 

93 

100 

Michigan..  _ 

65 

100 

60 

100 

Minnesota _ 

97 

100 

11 

100 

100' 

Mississippi _  ... 

1 

100 

100 

70 

100 

21 

100 

100 

95 

10O 

Montana _ 

85 

79 

100 

Nebraska.. 

14 

100 

99 

10O 

Nevada.  __ 

40 

100 

90 

100 

57 

100 

67 

100 

New  Jersey _  _  _ 

40 

100 

89’ 

New  Mexico  _ 

49 

100 

100 

41 

100 

100 

New  York _ 

36 

100 

100 

71 

100 

North  Carolina _ _ _ 

40 

100 

63 

100 

North  Dakota _  ...  . 

63 

100 

95 

100 

Ohio...  _ 

97 

100 

100 

56 

10O 

Oklahoma _ 

64 

100 

72 

100 

Oregon .  . 

98 

100 

23 

100 

100 

Pennsylvania _ 

75 

100 

64 

100 

Rhode  Island... 

96 

100 

56 

10O 

South  Carolina _  .  _ 

94 

15 

100 

South  Dakota  .... 

81 

59 

100 

Tennessee.  ..  .  _ _ 

35 

100 

55 

100 

Texas. .  ..  _  _  _  _ 

88 

100 

15 

100 

100 

Utah _  ........ 

38 

100 

8 

100 

100 

Vermont _ _  .  ... _ 

40 

100 

49 

100 

Virginia _ _ _ 

92 

100 

96 

100 

Washington _ _ 

84 

100 

67 

100 

West  Virginia.  _ _ 

30 

ST 

Wisconsin  ....  ... 

9 

100 

7 

100 

100' 

Wyoming .  .  ..  ...  ._ 

13 

100 

100 

20 

100 

100 

Hawaii _ _  .  .. 

94 

District,  of  Columbia . 

77 

100 

20 

Puerto  Rico..  .  ...... 

24 

Alaska . .  . . 

71 

100‘ 

United  States  average . . 

83 

100 

71 

100> 

1  State  is  still  obligating  1956  fiscal  year’s  funds 
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Additional  funds  authorized  for  the  regular  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  systems  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  of 
S.  3414  would  be  matched  by  the  States  on  a  70-30  basis,  with  the 
increase  in  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in  any  State  contain¬ 
ing  in  excess  of  5  percent  of  its  area  in  public  lands  limited  to  25  per¬ 
cent,  making  the  maximum  Federal  share  of  the  total  cost  of  such 
project  as  95  percent,  the  same  as  now  established  for  projects  on  the 
Interstate  System  in  such  States. 

The  additional  amount  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1959  would  be 
available  for  contracts  awarded  by  State  highway  departments  prior  to 
December  1,  1958,  which  shall  provide  for  completion  of  construction 
prior  to  December  1,  1959,  and  any  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State 
and  remaining  unexpended  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse.  These 
additional  funds  will  be  available  for  expenditure  on  the  primary, 
secondary,  or  urban  systems,  without  limitation  as  to  the  percentage 
to  be  utilized  on  any  system,  which  would  permit  transfer  or  inter¬ 
change  of  apportionments  between  these  systems,  and  grant  the  States 
more  flexibility  in  using  the  funds  wdiere  need  is  greatest  and  in 
areas  wdiere  unemployment  is  greatest. 

It  was  the  hope  of  the  committee  that  these  additional  funds  auth¬ 
orized  for  fiscal  year  1959,  would  be  utilized  largely  for  construction 
contracts,  with  expenditures  for  acquisition  of  rights-of-way  held  to  a 
bare  minimum.  The  object  of  providing  these  additional  funds  was 
to  accelerate  construction  and  provide  employment  for  men  in  areas 
remote  from  the  location  of  the  Interstate  System.  This  objective 
could  very  easily  be  defeated  if  a  large  portion  of  this  authorization 
were  to  be  expended  in  rights-of-way  acquisition,  thus  providing  little 
employment.  It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  committee  to  eliminate  the 
construction  of  projects  by  local  governmental  agencies  by  the  force- 
account  method,  providing  such  projects  are  initiated  and  completed 
within  the  time  limits  prescribed  in  the  bill. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

The  forest-highwray  system  totals  24,428  miles  located  in  39  States 
and  in  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico.  Approximately  half  of  this  mileage 
is  located  in  the  11  Western  States,  South  Dakota,  and  Alaska,  wdiere 
the  largest  national  forest  areas  lie.  The  s}7stem  is  composed  of 
main  and  secondary  roads  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests, 
and  9,345  miles  are  located  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  por¬ 
tions  of  which  are  on  the-  designated  Interstate  System,  and  10,219 
miles  are  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system. 

This  system  is  a  small  but  highly  important  segment  of  the  Nation’s 
network  of  public  roads.  Forest  highways,  in  addition  to  being  of 
primary  local  and  area  importance,  also  carry  most  of  the  transcon¬ 
tinental  traffic  across  the  Rocky  Mountains  and  the  coastal  ranges 
as  well  as  a  large  amount  of  the  interstate  traffic  in  other  areas. 
Although  progressive  improvement  of  the  forest-highway  system  has 
been  accomplished  over  a  period  of  many  years  by  the  cooperative 
efforts  of  the  States,  counties,  and  the  Federal  Government,  the  rate 
of  improvement  has  not  kept  pace  with  the  ever-increasing  demands. 

The  committee  believes  that  an  increase  in  forest-highway  funds  is 
warranted  and  justified  to  improve  and  maintain  these  highways  to 
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carry  the  present  traffic  loads,  and  to  bring  them  to  a  condition  com¬ 
parable  to  the  adjoining  and  connecting  roads  that  are  located  on 
lands  that  are  on  the  local  tax  rolls.  An  increase  in  forest-highway 
funds  from  $30  million  to  $36  million  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961 
is  recommended. 

The  $30  million  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  fiscal  year  1959 
was  apportioned  to  the  States  on  November  6,  1957,  in  accordance 
with  a  revised  apportionment  formula  resulting  from  recent  valuation 
studies  by  the  Forest  Service  which  showed  that  the  value  of  national 
forest  land  had  increased  approximately  340  percent  over  the  value 
upon  which  the  apportionment  for  fiscal  year  1958  was  based.  Under 
existing  law,  forest-highway  funds  are  apportioned  for  expenditure  in 
the  several  States  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land  owned 
by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests.  The  law  does  not 
specify  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  factors  of  area  and  value.  Prior 
to  the  recent  reappraisal  of  value,  apportionments  have  been  made 
giving  equal  weight  to  each  factor.  To  minimize  the  change  in  dis¬ 
tribution  of  funds  as  compared  with  prior  years,  the  Secretaries  of 
Agriculture  and  Commerce  after  analysis  of  the  reappraisal  of  value, 
made  the  apportionment  of  the  forest-highway  funds  for  fiscal  year 
1959  on  the  basis  of  75  percent  weight  to  area  and  25  percent  to  value. 
This  change  in  formula  reduced  the  apportionments  received  by  some 
States  and  increased  them  in  others. 

The  committee  was  concerned  about  this  change  in  apportionment 
formula  by  the  Secretaries  without  consultation  with  State  or  local 
officials,  or  Members  of  the  Congress.  It  would  be  difficult  to  adjust 
the  apportionments  already  made  for  fiscal  year  1959,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  approval  of  such  apportionments.  It  [further 
recommends  that  the  apportionment  of  forest-highway  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  this  bill  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  be  made  on  a  basis 
which  will  give  each  State  the  same  percentage  of  such  funds  as  if 
received  from  the  apportionment  of  funds  for  fiscal  year  1958.  The 
committee  has  included  in  the  bill  provisions  for  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  appropriate  officers  of  each  State  to  make  a  study 
of  the  forest-highway  situation,  including  designations,  estimated  cost 
to  complete  construction  of  all  forest  highways,  a  recommended  10- 
year  program  for  construction  of  the  proposed  system,  and  the  method 
by  which  such  amounts  should  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  the 
States.  The  results  of  the  study  are  to  be  reported  to  the  President 
end  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1960. 

The  committee  included  provisions  in  the  bill  that  would  permit 
any  State  to  augment  the  apportionments  made  to  such  State  for 
forest  highways,  by  transfer  of  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000 
or  5  percent  of  its  regular  Federal-aid  apportionments,  for  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of  its  forest  highways,  such 
transferred  funds  to  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  as  the  forest- 
highway  funds  without  matching.  The  committee  believed  that  this 
provision  would  be  particularly  advantageous  to  States  whose  forest- 
highway  apportionments  are  small,  but  which  have  important  seg¬ 
ments  of  forest  highways  in  need  of  improvement.  It  is  the  intent  of 
the  committee,  however,  that  these  transferred  funds  be  expended 
only  on  forest  highways  that  are  on  a  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

Forest-development  roads  and  trails  are  those  routes  of  primary 
importance  for  the  protection,  administration,  and  development  of 
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the  national  forests  and  the  use  and  development  of  resources  upon 
which  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests  are 
dependent.  These  roads  and  trails  are  necessary  to  permit  econom¬ 
ical  marketing  of  timber  on  a  sustained-yield  basis  from  the  national 
forests  and  other  Federal  land,  and  constitute  an  investment  by  the 
Government  that  will  return  to  the  Treasury  many  times  their  cost. 

Representatives  of  the  Forest  Service  advised  the  committee  that 
400,000  miles  of  roads  are  needed  to  establish  a  complete  road  system 
in  our  national  forests  but  that  its  detailed  estimates  of  costs  are  not 
complete.  In  order  to  assure  that  the  Congress  will  have  ample 
opportunity  to  cooperate  in  the  development  of  a  long  term  road 
program  when  it  reconsiders  forest  road  matters  in  1960,  the  committee 
will  request  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  submit  a  detailed 
program  as  soon  as  possible.  This  program  should  include  estimates 
of  road  requirements  for  timber  harvesting,  recreational  use,  general 
use  and  protection,  and  the  cost  thereof,  for  each  national  forest  and 
summarized  by  States.  Forecasts  of  the  type  of  roads  that  should 
be  constructed  with  appropriated  funds  and  those  that  should  be 
built  as  a  part  of  timber  sale  contracts  should  also  be  provided,  with 
sufficient  information  on  national  forest  resources  and  use  potential  to 
establish  the  economic  justification  for  an  adequate  road  program. 
Information  should  be  furnished  on  the  benefits  to  various  forest 
activities  that  will  be  realized  by  implementation  of  a  long-range 
program  as  well  as  losses  to  the  economy  that  will  occur  if  a  long-range 
program  is  not  promulgated. 

In  connection  with  the  above  data,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
should  set  forth  any  legislation  that  may  be  needed  to  promote  the 
most  effective  operation  of  a  forest  road  program  utilizing  both 
appropriated  funds  and  timber  purchaser  road  construction. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  now  has  the  power  to  condemn 
a  right-of-way  needed  to  assure  proper  and  timely  timber  harvesting. 
Where  timber  harvest  needs  are  urgent  and  arrangements  cannot  be 
made  to  harvest  timber  before  it  is  depreciated  as  a  result  of  insect 
attacks  or  fire,  the  committee  believes  that  consideration  should  be 
given  to  prompt  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 

According  to  testimony  received,  the  returns  to  the  Treasury  from 
timber  sold  from  our  national  forests  is  now  about  $110  million 
annually,  and  the  loss  to  the  Federal  Government  through  inability 
to  market  mature  timber  is  about  $50  million  annually.  In  many 
areas  it  was  stated  that  at  least  50  percent  more  timber  could  be 
marketed  if  adequate  access  roads  were  available. 

Forest  trails  supplement  the  development  road  network  and  extend 
access  into  areas  where  roads  are  impracticable,  uneconomic,  or  pro¬ 
hibited  by  administrative  policy.  These  trails  are  of  major  impor¬ 
tance  for  fire  protection,  administration  of  livestock  grazing,  and  for 
public  enjoyment  of  recreation  and  wildlife  resources. 

Federal  funds  have  been  made  available  under  the  authorizations 
for  forest-development  roads  and  trails  in  various  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  acts,  and  the  act  of  March  4,  1913,  grants  authority  to  use  10 
percent  of  the  receipts  from  the  national  forests  for  the  construction 
of  roads  and  trails.  In  addition,  many  miles  of  forest-development 
roads  and  timber  access  roads  are  constructed  by  timber  purchasers, 
with  the  estimated  cost  of  such  roads  deducted  from  the  appraised 
price  for  the  timber.  This  procedure  restricts  bidding  opportunities 
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on  many  timber  sales  and  eliminates  the  many  small  operators  who 
are  not  financially  able  or  do  not  have  the  equipment  to  construct 
the  road  to  reach  the  timber  stand  sold,  thus  practically  eliminating 
competitive  bidding  on  many  timber  sales  and  adversely  affecting 
payments  to  local  governments  and  the  Treasury.  The  lack  of  forest 
development  roads  to  properly  harvest  the  ripe  timber  in  our  national 
forests,  permit  cutting  insect-infested  trees,  salvage  timber  in  wind¬ 
blown  or  burned-over  areas,  is  a  real  and  staggering  loss  to  our  econ¬ 
omy.  Since  25  percent  of  the  funds  from  timber  sales  in  national 
forests  is  returned  to  the  counties  in  which  the  forests  are  located, 
failure  to  harvest  the  available  timber  to  its  maximum  allowable  cut, 
results  in  an  economic  loss  to  those  counties,  many  of  which  have 
large  percentages  of  their  areas  in  national  forest  lands  which  are  not 
on  the  local  tax  rolls. 

The  committee  is  also  impressed  by  the  need  in  certain  areas  to 
step  up  road  and  trail  construction  to  eliminate  terrifying  fire  hazards 
in  vital  watersheds.  The  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  hearings  on  forest-fire  control  in  southern  California  spotlight 
a  most  aggravated  problem  facing  the  Nation.  Properly  constructed 
and  controlled  roads  will  enable  Forest  Service  fire  fighters  to  attack 
these  fires  which  denude  the  brush-covered  hills  and  permit  subsequent 
rains  to  flood  heavily  populated  areas  with  debris  and  water. 

The  committee  believes  it  to  be  in  the  interests  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  protect  its  natural  resource  represented  by  the  national 
forests,  and  to  develop  that  resource  for  the  benefits  that  will  be 
realized,  not  only  in  cash  returns,  but  also  in  making  available  large 
areas  for  recreation  and  enjoyment  of  our  citizens.  It  therefore 
recommends  increasing  the  authorization  of  funds  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  from  the  present  $27  million  to  $34  million  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 

The  approximate  apportionment  of  forest  highway  funds  is  as 
follows : 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  forest  highway  funds 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


State 

Fiscal  year  1958 
actual  (50 
percent  area; 
50  percent 
value) 

Fiscal  year  1959 
actual  (75 
percent  area; 
25  percent 
value) 

Fiscal  year  1960 
(36-4-30  percent 
of  1958 

apportionment) 

Alabama  .  .  ..  _  ..  ...  .  ...  - _ _ 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

Arizona..  _  _  ...  _  ..... 

1.7 

1.5 

2.0 

Arkansas... . . . .  ...  _  .  .  ..  _  . 

.4 

.5 

.5 

California  .  . . .  .  ..  _  _  ..  ...  . 

4.3 

4.1 

5.2 

Colorado  _ _ _ 

2.2 

1.9 

2.6 

Connecticut _  _  _  _  . 

Florida. . .  . . . . . . .  . 

.2 

.2 

.2 

Georgia...  _ 

.  1 

.1 

.  1 

Idaho _ _ _  _  ..  ...  _  _  ... _ 

3.1 

2.9 

3.7 

Illinois... _ _ _ _  _ 

(>) 

0 

0 

Indiana  .  ...  .  _  .  ...  ..  .  ...  . 

0 

0 

0 

Iowa .  ...  ..  . 

0 

0 

0) 

Kansas _ _  _ _ 

Kentucky . .  . 

.  1 

.  1 

.  1 

Louisiana _ _  _  _  _ 

.  1 

.  1 

.  1 

Maine _  _ 

(') 

0 

0 

Maryland _ _ _  _  .  .  _  _ 

Michigan..  _ 

.3 

.4 

.4 

Minnesota _ 

.4 

.4 

.5 

Mississippi . .  .....  ....  _ 

.  1 

.2 

.2 

Missouri . . . .  .....  ... 

.1 

.2 

.2 

Montana _ 

2.4 

2.3 

2.9 

Nebraska.  _  _  _  _  ...  _  .  . 

(') 

0 

0 

Nevada _  _ 

.5 

.7 

.7 

New  Hampshire _ _ _ 

.2 

.  1 

.  2 

New  Mexico _ 

1.2 

1.2 

1.5 

New  York.  .  _  _  ...  _ 

North  Carolina.  _ _  _  ..  _ 

.2 

.2 

.2 

North  Dakota.. .  _ 

(■) 

0 

0 

Ohio.. _ _ _ 

(1) 

0 

0 

Oklahoma..  _ _ _  .  _  .  . 

0 

0 

0) 

Oregon _  .  . . . . . . 

4.1 

4.3 

5.0 

Pennsylvania...  _  _  _  _ 

.1 

.1 

.  1 

Rhode  Island _ _ _  _  _  _  __  _  _ 

South  Carolina . . . . . . . .  .  .. 

.  1 

.1 

.1 

South  Dakota _  _  _  ... 

.2 

.2 

.3 

Tennessee.  _  _ 

.  1 

.1 

.  1 

Texas  .  _  ..  ..  . . .  . . . .  . 

.1 

.2 

.1 

Utah......  .  _  ..  _  _  _ 

1.0 

1.0 

1.2 

Vermont _  _ _ 

.1 

0 

.1 

Virginia...  _  _ 

.2 

.2 

,  2 

Washington _  _ 

2. 1 

2.5 

2.5 

West  Virgina . . . ...  _  _  .  ... 

.1 

.1 

.  1 

Wisconsin .  . . . . . . 

.2 

.2 

.2 

Wyoming _  _ 

1.3 

1.1 

1.5 

Alaska _ _ _  _  _ 

2.6 

2.7 

3.  1 

Puerto  Rico _ _  _  ...  _ 

0 

0 

0 

Total .  . . . 

30.0 

30.0 

36.0 

1  Less  than  0.05. 
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PARK  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Information  was  presented  to  the  committee  that  the  roads  and 
trails  in  national  parks  are  deteriorating  seriously  because  of  a  greatly 
increased  volume  of  visitors  and  traffic  to  our  parks,  together  with 
the  lack  of  adequate  funds  for  improvement  and  maintenance  of  such 
roads.  The  National  Park  Service  has  underway  Mission  66  program 
for  improvement  of  the  national  parks  to  care  for  the  large  number 
of  people  who  visit  our  parks  each  3rear.  The  committee  believes  that 
since  these  roads  and  trails  are  a  prime  responsibility  of  the  Federal 
Government,  the  authorization  therefor  should  be  increased  to  provide 
for  an  accelerated  improvement  program  in  our  national  parks  and 
monuments.  Accordingly,  an  increase  in  authorization  from  $16  mil¬ 
lion  to  $20  million  is  recommended. 

PARKWAYS 

The  committee  recommends  an  authorization  of  $16  million  annually^ 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  for  the  construction,  recon-^| 
struction,  and  improvement  of  parkways  authorized  by  law  and  on 
lands  to  which  the  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States.  The  testimony 
indicated  that  a  large  backlog  of  work  exists  for  these  roads  for  which 
responsibility  lies  wholly  with  the  Federal  Government.  They  are 
important  links  in  our  transportation  system  and  should  be  con¬ 
structed  and  maintained  to  a  condition  comparable  to  the  adjoining 
State-owned  Federal-aid  roads.  Traffic  over  our  completed  parkways 
has  followed  the  national  pattern  and  increased  tremendously,  placing 
an  ever-increasing  demand  for  additional  funds  for  construction  and 
maintenance. 

INDIAN  ROADS 

The  program  for  construction  of  roads  and  bridges  on  Indian 
reservations  has  been  lagging  behind  the  imperative  needs  for  many 
years.  Most  of  our  Indian  reservations  are  isolated  and  are  not  even 
served  by  any  reliable  or  adequate  transportation  facilities.  The 
health,  education,  and  welfare  of  the  Indian  population  and  the 
administration  of  their  reservations  are  almost  entirely  dependent 
upon  highway  transportation.  The  committee  eliminated  the  _ 
provision  for  maintenance  of  Indian  roads  under  this  authorization,  m 
believing  that  they  should  obtain  funds  for  maintenance  in  their 
annual  appropriation.  This  procedure  would  provide  a  moderate 
increase  in  construction  funds  which  could  be  used  for  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  badly  deteriorated  roads  and  put  them  in  condition 
to  be  taken  over  bjr  the  counties  for  maintenance,  thus  relieving  the 
Government  of  all  future  responsibility  in  that  respect. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

The  committee  was  advised  that  there  are  still  many  cases  existing 
where  sections  of  important  highways  lying  entirely  on  the  Federal 
Government  domain  have  not  been  improved,  due  largely  to  the  lack 
of  habitation  on  such  lands  and  the  inability  of  the  States  to  spread 
their  highway  funds  far  enough  to  reach  such  roads.  Authorizations 
which  have  been  previously  provided  to  take  care  of  such  cases  have 
been  exhausted.  Upon  the  basis  of  estimates  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
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Roads  that  the  present  backlog  of  requests  for  funds  of  this  category 
is  in  excess  of  $15  million,  the  committee  feels  that  a  further  au¬ 
thorization  of  $4  million  per  year  for  a  period  of  2  years  is  warranted 
to  accomplish  the  improvement  of  some  of  the  remaining  links  falling 
within  this  class,  most  of  which  are  on  a  Federal-aid  system. 

SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS 

The  committee  has  continued  the  special  provisions  for  Federal- 
domain  roads,  including  the  contract  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Department  charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds,  to  incur 
obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  contracts  under  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  forest  highways,  forest-development  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public-lands  highways. 
Such  funds  would  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment  or  a 
date  not  earlier  than  1  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required.  The  com¬ 
mittee  was  disturbed,  however,  by  reports  that  the  contractual  author¬ 
ity  for  roads  in  these  classifications  has  not  been  used  to  the  fullest 
extent,  in  spite  of  the  great  need  for  such  projects  in  the  Western 
States,  particularly  on  forest  and  public-land  highways.  When  this 
authority  w'as  granted,  it  was  expected  that  better  progress  in  improv¬ 
ing  these  systems  would  result,  consistent  with  the  objective  for  which 
the  authorization  amounts  were  increase,  for  bringing  our  entire 
national  highway  transportation  system  up  to  the  standards  needed 
to  meet  the  traffic  demands,  and  these  miscellaneous  roads  on  Federal 
lands  are  a  part  of  that  system,  and  are  largely  dependent  on  Federal 
funds  for  their  improvement. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM 

Section  7  of  S.  3414  amends  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 
by  increasing  the  authorization  for  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1959 
by  $200  million,  and  that  of  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  by 
$300  million,  for  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement  of  the  Interstate  System.  The  additional  amount  author¬ 
ized  for  fiscal  year  1959  would  be  apportioned  immediately  upon 
enactment  of  this  act  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  established  by 
law  and  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law. 

The  committee  recommends  approval  of  the  estimate  of  cost  of 
completing  the  Interstate  System  recently  transmitted  to  Congress, 
as  a  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  to  the  States  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year  1960.  The 
committee  further  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
be  authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among  the  States  in  the  man¬ 
ner  provided  by  existing  law  and  the  provisions  of  this  act,  all  of  the 
funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Interstate 
System  and  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the  Highway 
Revenue  Act  of  1956. 

Those  provisions  which  are  suspended  for  this  2-year  period  relate 
to  adjustments  of  apportionments  to  the  States  when  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  determines  that  there  will  be  insufficient  sums  in  the 
highway  trust  fund  to  defray  the  expenditures  which  will  be  required 
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as  a  result  of  apportionment  to  the  States  of  the  full  amounts  author¬ 
ized  for  expenditure  on  the  Interstate  System. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  these  additional  sums 
for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  as 
it  believes  it  absolutely  essential  that  construction  work  on  the 
Interstate  System  be  stepped  up  to  keep  that  system  on  schedule  on 
the  basis  of  present  cost  estimates,  for  the  3-year  period,  as  it  is  highly 
desirous  that  the  Interstate  System  be  completed  within  the  originally 
scheduled  period,  and  that  there  be  no  stretchout  beyond  that  period. 
It  is  believed  that  prudent  programing  of  these  additional  funds  in 
the  States  having  critical  unemployment  situations  will  go  a  long  way 
toward  halting  any  slight  recession,  stop  any  downward  turn  in  the 
economy,  and  result  in  improved  economic  conditions  and  savings 
to  the  Federal  Government  in  the  long  run. 

The  committee  considers  section  9  of  S.  3414,  suspending  the 
provisions  of  section  209  (g)  as  the  major  and  focal  point  of  the  entire 
bill. 

This  section  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  apportion  all  of  the  primary,  secondary,  urban,  and  interstate 
funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960  by  this  bill  and 
by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the  act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70  Stat. 
374).  Section  209  (g)  prohibits  the  Secretary  from  apportioning  the 
full  amounts  of  Federal-aid  interstate  authorizations  to  the  States  if 
the  estimated  amounts  which  will  be  available  in  the  highway  trust 
fund  will  be  insufficient  to  meet  the  expenditures  resulting  from 
apportionments.  An  analysis  of  current  estimates  of  trust  fund 
receipts  and  Federal-aid  expenditures  shows  that  the  amounts  which 
will  be  available  in  the  trust  fund  will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  re¬ 
quired  expenditures  if  the  full  amount  of  the  interstate  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  1959  and  1960  are  apportioned  and  thereby  made  available 
to  the  States  for  obligation  and  expenditure. 

Estimated  revenues  accruing  to  the  highway  trust  fund  during  the 
fiscal  year  1958  amounted  to  $2,043  billion.  This  was  substantially 
less  than  the  $2,550  billion  of  Federal-aid  highway  authorizations  for 
that  year.  For  the  fiscal  year  1959  estimated  revenues  available 
total  $2,066  billion  compared  with  authorizations  of  $2,875  billion. 
Due  to  the  time  lag  from  the  date  of  apportionment  of  funds  until 
the  date  of  expenditure  for  work  done,  it  has  been  possible  to  appor¬ 
tion  the  authorizations  heretofore  made  for  1959  with  the  assurance 
that  sufficient  revenues  will  be  available  to  meet  the  required 
expenditures. 

Based  on  an  analysis  of  estimated  trust  fund  receipts  and  estimated 
Federal-aid  expenditures  under  S.  3414,  a  deficiency  in  the  trust  fund 
would  result  early  in  the  fiscal  year  1960  and  would  be  expected  to  ap¬ 
proximate  $1.7  billion  by  the  close  of  that  fiscal  year.  If  the  provisions 
of  section  209  (g)  were  applicable,  at  least  this  amount  would  be  with¬ 
held  from  apportionment.  The  Federal-aid  highway  construction 
program  would  be  sharply  curtailed  accordingly  at  the  very  time 
when  it  should  be  accelerated  to  accomplish  urgently  needed  highway 
improvements  and  provide  increased  business  activity  and  employ¬ 
ment  resulting  from  highway  construction. 

In  line  with  the  declarations  of  congressional  intent  expressly  set 
forth  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  with  respect  to  accelera- 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


27 


tion  and  prompt  completion  of  the  Interstate  System,  it  is  the  view  of 
the  committee  that  the  full  amount  of  the  authorizations  for  1959  and 
1960  should  be  apportioned  and  made  available  for  expenditure  as 
provided  in  the  bill. 

The  committee  only  recommends  approval  of  the  estimate  of  cost 
of  completing:  the  Interstate  System  as  a  basis  for  making  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  the  authorized  funds  for  fiscal  year  1960.  It  was  thought 
that  by  early  1959,  better  data  on  cost  trends  would  be  available,  and 
more  reliable  information  available  bn  a  comparison  of  the  cost  esti¬ 
mates  and  contract  bidding  experience  on  highway  work. 

PAYMENT  FOR  STOCKPILED  MATERIAL 

State  highway  departments  in  many  States  are  required  by  State 
law  or  regulation  to  pay  contractors  on  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
for  materials  placed  in  stockpiles  along  the  right-of-way  of  a  pro¬ 
posed  highway.  Under  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  cannot  reimburse  the  States  until  these  materials  are 
incorporated  into  the  highways.  In  many  of  the  northern  and 
western  States,  these  materials  may  be  stockpiled  in  the  fall  for  use 
the  following  summer  or  fall  when  the  highway  is  built.  The  State 
would  thus  have  a  large  amount  of  funds  invested  in  stockpiled  ma¬ 
terial  along  the  road.  This  might  result  in  such  State  having  a 
shortage  of  matching  funds.  This  is  especially  true  when  it  is  con¬ 
sidered  that  $1  million  of  State  funds  tied  up  in  stockpiled  materials 
represents  about  $10  million  of  interstate  construction.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  it  fair  and  equitable  for  payment  to  the  States  of  the 
Federal  pro  rata  share  of  the  value  of  these  materials  when  they  are 
stockpiled  for  use  on  a  Federal -aid  project,  and  are  so  certified  by 
the  State. 

RELOCATION  OF  UTILITIES 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  advised  the  committee  that  he  felt 
that  Congress  should  give  consideration  to  the  problem  of  whether 
and  the  extent  to  which  utility  facilities  should  be  permitted  to 
occupy  the  rights-of-way  of  highways  on  the  Interstate  System. 
The  geometric  and  construction  standards  adopted  for  the  Interstate 
System  includes  provisions  deemed  essential  for  the  safe,  efficient, 
and  rapid  movement  of  traffic.  The  installation  of  utility  facilities 
within  the  rights-of-way  of  highways  constructed  to  such  standards, 
and  particularly  the  utilization  of  the  main-traveled  roadway  as  a 
service  road  for  the  installation,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  utility 
facilities,  are  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  such  standards 
were  adopted. 

The  committee  has  had  t  he  problem  of  reimbursement  to  the  States 
for  relocation  of  utility  facilities  under  consideration  for  several  years. 
Federal-aid  funds  are  available  for  participation  in  the  cost  of  highway 
rights-of-way,  and  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  acquire  property  for 
this  purpose  from  utilities.  Federal-aid  funds  are  used  to  participate  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  the  property  were  owned  by  a  private  individual. 
If  the  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities  is  found  to  be  a  proper  meas¬ 
ure  of  just  compensation  for  property  rights  taken  for  the  right-of-way 
of  a  Federal-aid  highway,  Federal-aid  funds  participate  in  such  costs. 
There  remains  the  question,  however,  whether  Federal-aid  funds 
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should  be  used  to  participate  in  the  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities 
where  no  vested  property  right  is  taken,  and  the  utility  is  not  entitled 
to  compensation  under  State  law.  Where  the  utilities  occupy  the 
highway  rights-of-way  as  a  privilege  and  have  acquired  no  vested 
interest  in  the  rights-of-way,  most  States  formerly  required  the  utili¬ 
ties  to  bear  the  cost  of  relocating  their  facilities  when  such  relocation 
was  necessary  to  permit  highway  improvement. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  which 
increased  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the  Interstate 
System  to  90  percent,  and  up  to  95  percent  in  some  public  land  States, 
and  expressly  authorized  the  use  of  Federal-aid  funds  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  the  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities,  significant  action  has 
been  taken  in  many  State  legislatures.  During  1956  and  1957,  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  provide  for  payment  by  the  State  of  the  cost  of 
relocating  public-utility  facilities  was  considered  by  the  legislative 
assemblies  in  40  States.  Such  legislation  was  passed  in  22  States, 
but  was  vetoed  in  6  States,  so  it  became  law  in  16  States.  Under 
these  16  State  laws  only  1  State  will  pay  the  cost  of  relocating  utility 
facilities  on  all  State-maintained  highways,  5  relate  to  all  Federal-aid 
projects,  and  10  relate  to  the  projects  on  the  Interstate  System  only, 
where  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  is  at  least  90  percent. 

The  committee  did  not  contemplate  this  drastic  change  in  existing 
practices  when  the  1956  act  was  enacted,  and  realizes  that  the  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  reimbursement  to  the  States  for  this  purpose  will 
increase  substantially,  thereby  reducing  the  amount  of  Federal  funds 
available  for  construction  of  highways. 

The  committee  recommends  an  amendment  to  section  111  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  reimburse  a  State  from  Federal  funds  for  the  cost  of  relocation 
of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of 
the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  whenever  a  State  under  State  laws 
is  required  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  such  cost.  Federal  funds  shall 
be  used  for  such  reimbursement  in  the  same  proportion  as  such  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project,  not  to  exceed  70  percent  of  such  cost 
which  the  State  is  obligated  to  pay.  Such  reimbursement  would  be 
made  only  after  presentation  of  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  that  the  State  has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds. 
These  amended  provisions  would  only  apply  to  Federal-aid  highway 
projects  covered  by  formal  project  agreements  executed  b}r  the  Secre¬ 
tary  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Under  this  proposed  amendment,  it  was  the  intent  of  the  committee 
that  reimbursement  to  the  States  from  Federal  funds  for  utility  relo¬ 
cations  would  be  made  only  on  the  basis  of  State  funds  actually  ex¬ 
pended  for  such  purposes,  and  not  for  funds  paid,  advanced,  donated, 
or  contributed,  by  or  from  any  other  source. 

A  summary  of  State  legislative  action  with  respect  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  utility  relocation  costs  is  as  follows: 

In  all,  40  States  have  considered  legislation  which  would  provide 
for  payment  by  the  State  of  the  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities 
during  the  1956  and  1957  sessions.  Of  these,  39  were  considered 
during  the  past  year.  Massachusetts  enacted  its  reimbursement 
statute  in  1956. 
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During  the  1957  session: 

fa)  Such  proposals  were  favorably  considered  in  21  legislatures; 
15  became  law— Connecticut,  Delaware,  Florida,  Idaho,  Illinois, 
Maine  Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska,  New  Mexico,  North  Dakota, 
Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  Texas,  and  Utah;  while  6  were  vetoed — 
Colorado,  Kansas,  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island,  and  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

(6)  In  18  legislatures,  such  measures  were  either  defeated,  with¬ 
drawn  or  not  acted  on:  Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  California, 
Georgia,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Maryland,  Michigan,  Missouri,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  Ohio,  Oregon,  South  Dakota,  Vermont,  Washington,  West 
Virginia,  and  Wisconsin. 

(c)  The  Legislatures  of  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  and  Virginia  did  not 
meet  during  i957,  while  no  measures  of  this  type  were  introduced  in 
Louisiana  (budget  session  only),  Nevada,  New  Jersej7,  North  Carolina, 
and  South  Carolina.  In  addition,  studies  of  the  problem  of  utility 
relocation  and  its  cost  were  authorized  in  Arkansas,  Michigan,  and 
Minnesota.  New  York  and  Washington  adopted  laws  which  limited 
reimbursement  to  municipally  owned  facilities.  Of  all  the  measures 
proposed,  regardless  of  final  disposition,  38  related  either  to  all 
Federal-aid  highway  projects  or  the  Interstate  System  alone,  while 
only  those  in  California  and  Connecticut  related  to  all  State  highways. 
Of  the  16  relocation  laws  passed — 

(1)  Ten  relate  only  to  projects  on  the  Interstate  System — 
Delaware,  Florida,  Illinois,  Maine,  Minnesota,  Nebraska,  North 
Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  and  Texas.  Five  relate  to  all 
Federal-aid  projects — Idaho,  Massachusetts,  Montana,  New 
Mexico,  and  Utah.  One  relates  to  all  State  maintained  high¬ 
ways — Connecticut. 

(2)  The  laws  of  Massachusetts  and  Illinois  give  the  highway 
authorities  discretion  in  the  matter  of  whether  or  not  the  utilities 
should  be  paid  for  relocating  facilities. 

(3)  Nebraska  and  North  Dakota  specifically  made  reimburse¬ 
ment  subject  to  existing  contracts  between  the  utilities  and  the 
State  or  local  governments. 

While  only  New  Mexico  and  Texas  provided  that  existing 
contracts  are  not  a  bar  to  payment,  it  is  apparent  from  the 
language  of  the  laws  of  the  other  12  States  that  such  contracts 
are  not  an  obstacle  to  reimbursement.  (Minnesota  is  now  in  the 
process  of  rewriting  its  existing  utility  contracts  on  this  point.) 


Information  on  Slate  legislative  action  with  respect  to  the  authorization  of  payment  of  utility  relocation  costs,  September  1957 
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CONTROL  OF  ADVERTISING 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  been  concerned  for  some  time 
over  the  prospects  of  having  an  excessive  number  of  signs  and  outdoor 
advertising  billboards  located  along  the  new  highways  comprising  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways.  When  a 
Federal-aid  highway  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate  by  the  committee 
in  1955  it  included  provisions  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  acquire  exclusive  advertising  rights  on  lands  adjoining  the  rights-of- 
way  acquired  and  not  exceeding  500  feet  therefrom.  This  provision 
would  have  applied  only  to  those  States  which  had  no  access  control 
laws  and  which  requested  the  Secretary  to  acquire  rights-of-way  for 
the  Interstate  System.  The  advertising  rights  so  acquired  by  the 
Secretary  would  have  been  conveyed  to  the  States  at  the  same  time 
the  right-of-way  itself  was  so  conveyed.  That  provision  was  deleted 
from  the  bill  on  the  Senate  floor. 

During  the  1st  session  of  the  85tli  Congress,  a  bill,  S.  963,  was 
referred  to  the  committee  for  consideration.  That  bill  would  encourage 
and  assist  the  State  to  regulate  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas  adjacent 
to  the  Interstate  System  by  directing  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
prepare  and  publish  recommended  standards  for  the  regulation  and 
control  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices  within  or  adjacent 
to  the  rights-of-way  of  such  S3rste:m,  with  limitations  on  the  types  of 
signs  to  be  permitted,  subject  to  agreements  between  the  States  and 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  covering  projects,  and  increasing  the 
Federal  share  of  projects  covered  by  such  agreements  bv  three-fourths 
of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof.  The  Secretary  would  apply  the 
standards  established  to  federally  owned  or  controlled  lands  on  which 
the  Interstate  System  is  located. 

The  subcommittee  held  public  hearings  on  S.  963  for  a  total  of 
7  days,  receiving  testimony  from  about  70  persons  and  organizations. 
The  subcommittee  approved  the  bill  with  amendments,  but  it  was  not 
approved  by  the  full  committee. 

During  the  present  session  of  the  85th  Congress,  two  additional 
bills  (S.  3041  and  S.  3218)  relating  to  control  of  advertising  adjacent 
to  the  Interstate  System,  were  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  The  subcommittee  held  hearings  on  the  3  related  bils  on 
March  10,  1958,  receiving  testimony  and  statements  from  30  witnesses. 
After  considering  the  matter,  an  amendment,  including  certain  features 
of  the  pending  bills,  was  adopted  bv  the  committee  for  inclusion  in 
S.  3414. 

Some  States  now  have  lawrs  that  permit  a  certain  degree  of  control 
over  the  location,  erection,  or  maintenance  of  commercial  signs  and 
outdoor  advertising  adjacent  to  their  highways.  This  State  control 
varies  in  scope  and  effectiveness  between  the  different  States,  and  the 
committee  feels  that  Federal  leadership  is  essential  if  adequate  control 
of  advertising  along  the  Interstate  System  is  to  be  achieved.  The 
committee  believes  that  uncontrolled  advertising  along  such  system 
will  decrease  its  efficiency,  impair  its  safety  qualities  and  detract  from 
the  enjoyment  of  the  users. 

Federal  regulation  prohibits  the  erection  of  signs  on  rights-of-way 
on  Federal-aid  projects,  and  rights-of-way  and  adajcent  areas  over 
federally  owned  or  controlled  lands,  but  the  Federal  Government  does 
not  now  have  authority  to  control  advertising  on  private  lands 
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along  the  Interstate  System,  or  to  use  Federal-aid  highway  funds  to 
acquire  advertising  easements,  except  in  certain  limited  instances 
under  section  11  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1940,  where  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  such  rights  alone  would  be  sufficient  for  preservation  of  the 
natural  beauty. 

It  has  been  realized  that  the  rapid,  efficient,  pleasant,  and  safe 
movement  of  motor  vehicles  depends  upon  proper  development  in  the 
roadside  areas,  as  well  as  on  the  highway  itself.  Unregulated  signs 
may  distract  the  attention  of  the  motorists  and  also  offend  esthetic-ally 
by  destroying  the  natural  beauty  of  the  landscape.  With  much  of 
the  Interstate  System  extending  through  open  areas  and  on  new 
locations  which  are  not  presently  zoned  for  any  type  of  development, 
it  could  become  lined  with  signs  and  displays  unless  some  form  of 
regulation  is  exercised  for  preservation  of  its  natural  beauty  and  the 
safety  of  its  users. 

There  appears  to  be  a  widespread  feeling  throughout  the  country 
that  advertising  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated 
in  order  to  preserve  the  beauty  and  pleasing  character  of  the  natural 
landscape  and  in  the  interest  of  highway  safety,  and  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  an  obligation  to  take  appropriate  action  to  encourage 
such  regulation.  This  feeling  is  based  largely  on  the  fact  that  high¬ 
way-user  taxes,  collected  by  the  Federal  Government,  will  provide 
90  percent  of  the  funds  spent  on  construction  of  the  Interstate  System. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  system  belongs  to  all  the  people 
of  the  Nation,  and  should  be  protected  against  factors  which  decrease 
its  safety,  and  efficiency.  It  is  of  the  opinion  that  immediate  regulation 
of  advertising  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  urgent  and  neces¬ 
sary,  and  that  further  delay  in  obtaining  such  regulation  will  result 
in  additional  expense,  permit  completion  of  sections  of  the  highway 
without  regulation,  and  make  later  regulation  much  more  difficult. 

By  its  action  in  approving  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956, 
the  Congress  recognized  that  the  character  and  nature  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  imposed  an  obligation  on  the  Federal  Government  for  its 
improvement,  completion,  and  protection.  The  provisions  of  that 
act  require  that  the  right-of-way  for  the  Interstate  System  be  adequate 
to  permit  construction  of  projects  to  meet  approved  geometric  and 
construction  standards;  that  access  points  not  be  added  without  the 
prior  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce;  and  that  service  sta¬ 
tions  or  other  commercial  establishments  serving  motorists  not  be 
permitted  on  the  rights-of-way;  thus  recognizing  that  the  movement 
of  motor  vehicles  rapidly,  efficiently,  pleasantly,  and  safely,  depends 
upon  both  the  roadway  itself  and  the  adjacent  areas. 

The  committee  was  of  the  opinion  that  erection  of  signs  and  adver¬ 
tising  along  the  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated,  and  that 
additional  legislation  was  required  if  effective  regulation  was  to  be 
accomplished  and  the  system  fully  preserved. 

The  committee  recognized  that  the  obligation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  must  be  carried  out  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the 
historic  rights  of  the  States.  The  initiation  and  prosecution  of  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs,  including  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  is  vested  in  the  States  rather  than  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  the  States  should  have  an  opportunity  to  accept  or  reject 
the  proposal  to  regulate  advertising  on  lands  under  their  control,  and 
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if  accepted  they  should  be  the  ones  to  determine  the  method  by  which 
such  regulation  would  be  accomplished.  The  committee  believed, 
however,  that  some  incentive  for  action  by  the  States  should  be  pro¬ 
vided,  anil  that  such  incentive  should  not  materially  increase  the  cost 
of  completing  the  system,  or  hinder  or  delay  the  objective  of  complet¬ 
ing  the  system  within  the  period  specified  in  the  act. 

The  amendment  recommended  by  the  committee  embodies  the  ideas 
and  proposals  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the  committee,  and 
was  adopted  after  much  discussion  and  deliberation.  It  declares  it 
to  be  in  the  public  interest  for  the  Federal  Government  to  assist  States 
to  regulate  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System,  and  establishes  the  procedure  for  carrying  out  the  desired 
objectives.  It  offers  an  incentive  to  the  States  for  control  and  im¬ 
provement  of  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  for  preservation 
of  natural  beauty,  scenic  attractions,  and  sites  of  historical  significance. 

The  manner  of  conforming  with  the  standards  established  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  accordance  with  the  amendment  is  left 
entirely  to  the  States.  They  can  meet  the  problem  in  any  desired 
manner,  by  amendment  to  the  State  constitution,  by  law,  by  zoning, 
by  use  of  powers  of  eminent  domain,  police  powers,  or  by  acquisition 
of  easement.  The  amendment  specifically  provides,  however,  that 
the  Federal  share  payable  to  any  project  shall  not  include  any  costs 
incurred  in  carrying  out  any  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  the 
act.  The  amendment  does  provide,  however,  that  the  cost  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  the  advertising  rights  when  acquired,  shall  be  considered  a  part 
of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  project  and  Federal  funds  may  be  used 
to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost,  with  reimbursement  to 
the  State  not  to  exceed  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  the 
project.  Estimates  of  costs  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section  varied  widely,  and  were  the  subject  of  considerable  contro¬ 
versy.  The  committee  believes  that  the  costs  will  be  very  moderate 
when  compared  with  the  benefits  that  will  be  derived  from  the  regula¬ 
tion  proposed. 

SFCTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

An  analysis  of  the  bill  as  amended  by  full  Committee  on  Public 
Works  is  as  follows: 

Section  1 

Section  1  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $900  million  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  for  expenditure  on  the  regular 
Federal  aid  highway  systems.  The  sum  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  on  the  systems  on  the  same  percent¬ 
age  basis  as  provided  io  the  preceding  Federal-aid  highway  acts.  The 
division  between  the  highway  classifications  is  as  follows: 

45  percent  ($405  million)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system, 

30  percent  ($270  million)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  system,  and 

25  percent  ($225  million)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system  in  urban  areas,  and  for  projects  on  approved 
extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  within  urban 
areas. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  sums  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
States  in  the  manner  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  established 
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by  previous  acts,  and  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  2  years 
after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  sums  are  authorized.  Any 
amounts  so  apportioned  that  remain  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such 
period  shall  lapse.  These  funds  would  be  matched  by  the  States  on  a 
50-50  basis  as  provided  by  existing  law. 

The  bill  further  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  relative  to  plans,  design,  contract  awards, 
inspection,  and  construction  of  secondary  projects  by  his  receiving 
and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  department 
that  the  design  and  construction  of  such  projects  have  been  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  the  respective  State,  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  with  satisfactory  assurances  that  such 
secondary  projects  shall  be  adequately  maintained. 

Section  2 

This  section  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  an  additional  amount  of 
v  $400  million  for  fiscal  year  1959,  which  is  in  addition  to  $875  million 
)  authorized  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  and  which  has 
already  been  apportioned  to  the  States,  for  expenditure  on  the  regular 
Federal-aid  systems.  This  sum  would  be  apportioned  to  the  States 
immediately  upon  enactment  of  the  act  with  division  between  the 
classifications  on  the  same  percentage  basis  as  in  previous  acts  and 
this  act,  as  follows: 

45  percent  ($180  million)  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system, 

30  percent  ($120  million)  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system, 
and 

25  percent  ($100  million)  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  in  urban  areas. 

The  sums  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the  manner  and 
in  accordance  with  formulas  in  existing  law,  and  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  on  contracts  awarded  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  which 
shall  provide  for  completion  of  construction  prior  to  December  1,  1959, 
any  funds  so  apportioned  that  remain  unexpended,  within  the  defini¬ 
tion  in  section  1  (b),  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse.  The  sums  so 
apportioned  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  projects  on  the 
v  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  systems,  without  limitation 
)  as  to  the  percentage  to  be  utilized  on  any  system,  thus  permitting 
transfer  or  interchange  of  apportionments  between  these  systems. 

The  Federal  share  payable  to  any  project  constructed  with  these 
funds  shall  be  increased  to  70  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a 
percentage  of  the  remaining  30  percent  of  such  cost  in  any  State 
containing  unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable 
Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  percent  of  the  total  of 
all  lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such  lands 
in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area,  provided  that  such  Federal  share 
payable  on  any  project  in  any  State  shall  not  exceed  95  percent  of  th» 
total  cost  of  such  project. 

Subsection  2  (e)  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $115  million  which 
may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  upon  the  request  of  any 
State,  to  assist  the  State  in  matching  the  Federal  funds  apportioned 
to  the  State  under  this  section,  provided  that  the  amount  of  such 
increase  of  the  federal  share  on  account  of  any  project  shall  not 
exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 
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The  total  amount  of  such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  made  pursuant 
to  this  subsection  shall  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Government  by 
making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts  expended  for 
projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems,  in 
two  equal  amounts  from  the  apportionments  to  such  State  for 
expenditure  on  said  highways  for  the  fiscal  years  1961  and  1962. 

Approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on  which 
the  Federal  share  is  increased  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation 
of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in  the 
Federal  share,  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended 
when  so  obligated.  It  is  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Congress 
that  the  sum  authorized  under  section  2  shall  be  supplementary  to,  and 
not  in  lieu  of,  any  sum  heretofore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure 
on  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  highway  systems, 
and  is  made  available  for  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of  highway 
construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished  with 
funds  otherwise  authorized. 

Section  3 

Section  3  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $36  million  for  forest 
highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  and  $34  million 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  the  same  period,  with  a 
provision  that  the  funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and 
sanitary,  water,  and  fire-control  facilities.  Provision  for  advisory 
public  hearings  with  respect  to  timber-access  roads  are  continued  but 
are  made  permissive  rather  than  mandatory.  Apportionment  of  the 
forest  highway  funds  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the 
States  for  fiscal  year  1959  is  approved,  but  apportionment  of  such 
funds  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  shall  be  on  the  same 
percentages  as  the  forest  highway  funds  were  apportioned  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico,  for  fiscal  year  1958.  This 
section  provides  that  not  to  exceed  $500,000  or  5  percent,  whichever 
is  lesser,  of  the  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State  for  expenditure  on 
the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  systems,  may  be  trans¬ 
ferred  by  any  State  to  augment  apportionments  made  to  such  State 
for  forest  highway  projects  under  this  section,  and  such  sums  so 
transferred  may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  as  authorized  forest 
highway  funds  without  requiring  State-matching  funds. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  State 
officials  in  each  State  containing  a  national  forest,  is  authorized  to 
make  a  study  to  determine  the  forest  roads  of  primary  importance 
which  are  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a  national  forest  and  have 
not  been  designated  as  forest  highways;  the  amount  necessary  to 
complete  construction  of  all  forest  highways;  the  amounts  necessary 
for  each  fiscal  year  1962  through  1971,  to  survey,  construct,  recon¬ 
struct,  and  maintain  forest  highways,  and  forest  roads  of  primary 
importance  which  are  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a  national 
forest,  if  such  roads  were  forest  highways;  and  the  method  by  which 
the  preceding  determined  amounts  should  be  apportioned  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  the  several  States.  The  Secretary  shall  report  the  results  of 
such  study  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January 
1,  1960. 
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Section  4 

Subsection  (a)  provides  an  authorization  of  $20  million  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  roads,  trails,  and  bridges  in  national  parks, 
monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park 
Service,  including  approach  roads. 

Subsection  (b)  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $16  million  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  for  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  authorized  parkways. 

Subsection  (c)  would  authorize  $12  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1950  and  1961,  for  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  roads  and  bridges  within  Indian  reservations  and  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservation  and  Indian  lands.  Funds  under  this 
authorization  would  not  be  available  for  maintenance  of  such  roads. 

Section  5 

Section  5  provides  authorization  of  $4  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1960  and  1961,  for  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  important  Federal-aid  highways  lying  entirely  within 
the  public  domain. 

Section  6 

This  section  grants  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the  department 
charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds,  to  incur  obligations, 
approve  projects,  and  enter  contracts,  under  authorizations  provided 
in  this  bill  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands 
highways,  upon  apportionment  or  up  to  1  year  in  advance  of  the  year 
for  which  such  funds  are  authorized.  Funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  when  obligated  by  the  contractual  obligations,  and 
funds  remaining  unexpended  2  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  shall  lapse. 

Section  7 

Section  7  amends  section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1956  by  increasing  the  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959  by  $200 
million,  and  that  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  by  $300 
million,  for  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways, 
including  extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas.  The  additional 
amount  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1959  shall  be  apportioned  imme¬ 
diately  upon  enactment  of  this  act,  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law  and  in  accordance  with  formulas  established  by  law. 

Section  8 

This  section  gives  approval  to  the  estimate  of  cost  of  completing 
the  Interstate  System,  transmitted  to  Congress  in  compliance  with 
section  108  (d)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  published  as 
House  Document  No.  300,  85th  Congress,  2d  session,  as  the  basis 
for  making  the  apportionment  to  the  States  of  the  funds  authorized 
for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year  1960. 

Section  9 

Section  9  authorizes  and  directs  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
apportion  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law, 
all  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the 
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Interstate  System,  and  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
systems,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956. 

Section  10 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  pay¬ 
ments  for  the  United  States  pro  rata  share  of  the  value  of  materials 
which  have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or 
reconstruction  in  conformity  with  plans  and  specifications  for  Federal- 
aid  highway  projects. 

Section  11 

This  section  amends  section  111  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1956,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  reimburse  a  State 
from  Federal  funds  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities 
necessitated  by  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  urban,  or  interstate  systems,  whenever  a  State  under 
State  law  is  required  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  such  cost.  Federal 
reimbursement  shall  be  made  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project,  not  to  exceed  70  percent,  and  shall  be 
made  only  after  presentation  of  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  that  the  State  has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds. 
These  amended  provisions  shall  apply  only,  to  Federal-aid  highway 
projects  covered  by  formal  project  agreements  executed  by  the 
Secretary  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Section  12 

Subsection  (a)  outlines  the  national  policy  to  promote  the  safety, 
convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of 
interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  and  declares 
it  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  and  assist  the  States  to 
control  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  by  controlling  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor 
advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system. 

The  national  policy  is  declared  that  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices  within  660  feet  of 
the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main  traveled  way 
of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary,  which  shall  provide  for:  (1)  Directional  or  other  official 
signs  or  notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by  law;  (2)  signs 
advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon  which  they  are 
located;  (3)  signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches  advertising  activ¬ 
ities  being  conducted  at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located;  and  (4)  signs  erected  or  maintained 
pursuant  to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the 
established  national  policy  and  standards,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

Subsection  (b)  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  any  State  for  carrying  out  the  national  policy  estab¬ 
lished  by  this  act  with  respect  to  the  Interstate  System  within  the 
State.  Such  agreement  shall  include  provisions  for  regulation  and 
control  of  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays, 
and  other  advertising  devices  in  conformance  with  established  stand¬ 
ards,  and  may  include  provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 
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prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  development  of  view¬ 
points  for  scenic  attractions  accessible  to  the  public  without  charge, 
and  erection  of  markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
related  to  sites  of  historical  significance. 

Within  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  and  consistent  with  the 
national  policy,  any  such  agreement  may  provide  for  exclusion  from 
application  of  the  national  standards,  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System  which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities  wherein  the  use 
of  real  property  adjacent  thereto  is  subject  to  municipal  regulation 
or  control,  or  which  traverse  other  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly 
established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial,  or  which  are 
built  on  rights-of-way  wholly  acquired  before  July  1,  1956. 

Subsection  (c)  provides  for  an  increase  of  one-half  of  1  percent  of 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  the  total  cost  of  any  project 
on  the  Interstate  System  constructed  with  interstate  funds,  within 
any  State  to  which  the  national  policy  and  an  agreement  applies,  such 
cost  to  exclude  any  additional  cost  that  may  be  incurred  in  carrying 
out.  the  agreement.  The  increase  in  the  Federal  share  payable  shall 
be  paid  only  from  appropriated  funds  and  not  from  the  highway  trust 
fund.  This  subsection  also  provides  for  a  period  until  July  1,  1961, 
for  States  to  enter  into  agreements  under  this  act,  which  would  permit 
covering  project  agreements  now  in  effect. 

This  provision  is  effective  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  existing 
law  that  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  not,  as  a  condition  of 
approval  of  any  project  for  Federal  aid,  require  any  State  to  acquire 
title  to,  or  control  of,  any  marginal  land  along  the  proposed  highway 
in  addition  to  that  reasonably  necessary  for  road  surfaces,  median 
strips,  gutters,  ditches,  and  side  slopes  and  sufficient  width  to  provide 
service  roads  for  adjacent  property  to  permit  safe  access  at  controlled 
locations  in  order  to  expedite  traffic,  promote  safety,  and  minimize 
roadside  parking. 

Subsection  (d)  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  such 
arrangements  and  enter  into  such  agreements  with  the  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the  United  States 
upon  which  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System  is  located  or  is 
adjacent  thereto,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  this  section,  and  directs  such  agency  to  cooperate  with  the 
Secretary  for  these  purposes. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  for  considering  the  cost  of  acquisition  of 
the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the 
right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  such  project,  and  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to 
pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost,  provided  that  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  the  State  shall  be  limited  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which 
does  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such 
project. 

Section  13 

This  section  provides  that  existing  provisions  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  acts  specified  not  inconsistent  with  this  act  shall  remain  in 
full  force  and  effect,  and  for  the  repeal  of  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  act  and  that  this  act  shall  take  effect  upon  its  passage. 

Section  1J. 

Section  14  provides  that  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1958.” 
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CHANGES  IN 

In  compliance  with  subsection 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows: 

Existing  Law 

Public  Law  627,  84th  Congress 

SEC.  102.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGH¬ 
WAYS. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Ap¬ 
propriations. — For  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory 
thereof  and  supplementary  thereto, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957,  $125,000,000 
in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore 
authorized  for  such  fiscal  year;  the 
sum  of  $850,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958;  and  the 
sum  of  $875,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959.  The 
sums  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  percentum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system. 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The 
sums  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance 
with  the  formulas  set  forth  in 
section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  De¬ 
cember  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838): 
Provided,  That  the  additional 
amount  herein  authorized  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957, 
shall  be  apportioned  immediate^ 
upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 


existing  law 

(4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 

Substitute  Language  in  Bill  as 
Reported 

SEC.  1  FEDERAL-AID  HIGH- 

WA  YS. 

(a)  ( 1 )  Authorization  of  Ap¬ 
propriations. — For  the  purpose  o  f 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and 
all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960; 
and  the  sum  of  $900 ,000 ,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 
The  sums  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  4.5  per  centum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system. 

( B )  30  percentum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  highway  system. . 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  extensions  of  these  sys¬ 
tems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The 
sums  authorized  by  this  section  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  in  the  manner  now  provided 
by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58 
Stat..  838). 
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(c)  Transfers  of  Apportion-  Not  included. 
ments. — Not  more  than  20  per 
centum  of  the  respective  amounts 
apportioned  to  a  State  for  any 
fiscal  year  from  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  under  clause 
(A),  clause  (B),  or  clause  (C)  of 
subsection  (a)  (1)  of  this  section, 
may  be  transferred  to  the  appor¬ 
tionment  made  to  such  State  under 
any  other  of  such  clauses,  except 
that  no  such  apportionment  may 
be  increased  by  more  than  20  per 
centum  by  reason  of  transfers  to 
\  it  under  this  subsection :  Provided , 

>  That  such  transfer  is  requested 
by  the  State  highway  department 
and  is  approved  by  the  Governor 
of  such  State  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  as  being  in  the  public 
interest:  Provided  jurther,  That 
the  transfers  hereinabove  permit¬ 
ted  for  funds  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1958,  and  June  30, 

1959,  shall  likewise  be  permitted 
on  the  same  basis  for  funds  which 
may  be  hereafter  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  subsequent 
fiscal  year:  And  provided  jurther 
That  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  be  deemed  to  alter  or  impair 
the  authority  contained  in  the 
last  proviso  to  paragraph  (b)  of 
v  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  High- 
'  way  Act  of  1944. 

SEC.  103.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  Change  [shall]  to  may. 
FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 
ROADS  AND  TRAILS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appro¬ 
priations. — For  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $30,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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June  30,  1959;  and  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the 
sum  of  $27,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959:  Provided,  That 
with  respect  to  any  proposed 
construction  or  reconstruction  of  a 
timber  access  road,  advisory  public 
hearings  [shall]  be  held  at  a  place 
convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area 
of  construction  or  reconstruction 
with  notice  and  reasonable  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  interested  persons  to 
present  their  views  as  to  the  practi¬ 
cability  and  feasibility  of  such 
construction  or  reconstruction : 
Provided  further,  That  hereafter 
funds  available  for  forest  highways 
and  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  shall  also  be  available  for 
adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas 
and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities:  And  provided 
further,  That  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  several  States, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1950. 

Section  104 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and 
Lands, — For  the  construction, 
[improvement,  and  maintenance] 
of  Indian  reservation  roads  and 
bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to 
provide  access  to  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions  and  Indian  lands  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  approved 
May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $12,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30. 
1958,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 


Change  [improvement,  and 
maintenance]  to  reconstruction  and 
improvement. 
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design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  con¬ 
structed  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any 
expenditures  are  made  thereon, 
and  all  such  construction  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Section  108 

(b)  Authorization  of  Appro¬ 
priations.  For  the  purpose  of 
expediting  the  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  or  improvement, 
inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and 
tunnels,  of  the  Interstate  System, 
including  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838),  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957, 
which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to 
the  authorization  heretofore  made 
for  that  year,  the  additional  sum 
of  $1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  the 
additional  sum  of  $2,000,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1961,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1965,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
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(6)  Authorization  of  Appro¬ 
priations. — For  the  purpose  of 
expediting  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvement,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of 
the  Interstate  System,  including 
extensions  thereof  through  urban 
areas,  designated  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
194-4-  {58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
additional  sum  of  $1 ,000,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957 ,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  authorization  heretofore 
made  for  that  year,  the  additional 
sum  of  $1 ,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  the 
additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2 ,500 ,000 ,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1961,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the'  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1965,  the  additional  sum  of 

$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
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the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the 
additional  sum  of  $1,025,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969. 

Section  209  (g) 

(g)  Adjustments  of  Appor¬ 
tionments. — The  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  from  time  to  time, 
after  consultation  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  estimate  the 
amounts  which  will  be  available  in 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund  (exclud¬ 
ing  repayable  advances)  to  defray 
the  expenditures  which  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  be  made  from  such  fund. 
In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  determines  that, 
after  all  other  expenditures  re¬ 
quired  to  be  made  from  the  High¬ 
way  Trust  Fund  have  been  de¬ 
frayed,  the  amounts  which  will  be 
available  in  such  fund  (excluding 
repayable  advances)  will  be  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  defray  the  expenditures 
which  will  be  required  as  a  result  of 
the  apportionment  to  the  States 
of  the  amounts  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for 
the  construction,  reconstruction, 
or  improvement  of  the  Interstate 
System,  he  shall  so  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  and  shall 
further  advise  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  as  to  the  amount 
which,  after  all  other  expenditures 
required  to  be  made  from  such 
fund  have  been  defrayed,  will  be 
available  in  such  fund  (excluding 
repayable  advances)  to  defray  the 
expenditures  required  as  a  result  of 
apportionment  to  the  States  of 
Federal-aid  highway  funds  for  the 
Interstate  System  for  such  fiscal 
year.  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  determine  the  percent¬ 
age  which  such  amount  is  of  the 
amount  authorized  to  be  appro- 
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1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1 ,600,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the 
additional  sum  of  $1 ,025 ,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30  r 
'1969. 


Provisions  suspended  for  1959 
and  1960. 
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priated  for  such  fiscal  year  for 
the  construction,  reconstruction, 
or  improvement  of  the  Interstate 
System,  and,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provisions  of  law,  shall  there¬ 
after  apportion  to  the  States  for 
such  fiscal  year  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  or  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  Interstate  System,  in 
lieu  of  the  amount  which  but  for 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
would  be  so  apportioned,  the 
amount  obtained  by  multiply¬ 
ing  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  such  fiscal  year 
by  such  percentage.  Whenever 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
determines  that  there  will  be  avail¬ 
able  in  the  Highway  Trust  Fund 
(excluding  repayable  advances) 
amounts  which,  after  all  other  ex¬ 
penditures  required  to  be  made 
from  such  fund  have  been  de¬ 
frayed,  will  be  available  to  de¬ 
fray  the  expenditures  required  as 
a  result  of  the  apportionment  of 
any  Federal-aid  highway  funds  for 
the  Interstate  System  previously 
withheld  from  apportionment  for 
any  fiscal  year,  he  shall  so  advise 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
apportion  to  the  States  such  por¬ 
tion  of  the  funds  so  withheld  from 
apportionment  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  has  advised  him 
may  be  so  apportioned  without 
causing  expenditures  from  the 
Highway  Trust  Fund  for  the 
Interstate  System  to  exceed 
amounts  available  in  such  fund 
(excluding  repayable  advances)  to 
defray  such  expenditures.  Any 
funds  apportioned  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  preceding  sen¬ 
tence  shall  remain  available  for 
expenditure  until  the  close  of  the 
third  fiscal  year  following  that  in 
which  apportioned. 
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Public  Law  87,  67th  Congress, 

Section  13,  Second  Paragraph 

That  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  may,  in  his  discretion,  from 
time  to  time,  make  payments  on 
such  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  as  the  work  progresses,  but 
these  payments,  including  previ¬ 
ous  payments,  if  any,  shall  not  he 
more  than  the  United  States  pro 
rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  labor 
and  materials  which  have  been 
actually  put  into  such  construction 
or  reconstruction  in  conformity  to 
said  plans  and  specifications. 

Public  Law  627,  84th  Congress 

SEC.  111.  RELOCATION  OF  UTILITY 
FACILITIES. 

(a)  Availability  of  Federal 
Funds  for  Reimbursement  to 
States. — Subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  contained  in  this  section, 
whenever  a  State  shall  pay  for 
the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  project  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary 
systems  or  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem,  including  extensions  thereof 
within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds 
may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
State  for  such  cost  in  the  same 
proportion  as  Federal  funds  are 
expended  on  the  project:  Provided, 
That  Federal  funds  shall  not  be 
apportioned  to  the  States  under 
this  section  when  the  payment  to 
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Change  period  to  a  comma,  and 
add  the  following: 
plus  the  United  States  pro  rata  part 
oj  the  value  of  the  materials  which 
have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity 
of  such  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and 
specifications. 
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Section  11a 

“  (a)  Availability  of  Federal 
Funds  for  Reimbursement  to 
States. — Whenever  a  State  under 
State  law  is  required  to  pay  for  all 
or  any  part  of  the  cost  oj  relocation 
of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by 
the  construction  of  a  project  on  any 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems, 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in 
the  same  proportion  as  Federal 
funds  are  expended  on  the  project 
not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such 
cost  which  the  State  is  obligated  to 
pay:  Provided,  That  such  reim¬ 
bursement  shall  be  made  only  after 
evidence  satisfactory  to  him  shall 
have  been  presented  to  the  Secretary 
substantiating  the  fact  that  the 
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between  the  utility  and  the  State. 
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State  has  paid  such  cost  from  its 
own  funds.” 

(b)  This  section  shall  apply  only 
with  respect  to  Federal-add  highway 
projects  covered  by  formal  project 
agreements  executed  by  the  Secretary 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Ad. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  SENATORS  NEUBERGER  AND 
KUCHEL  ON  SECTION  12 


In  the  provisions  of  section  12,  this  bill  offers  Federal  financial 
assistance  to  the  people  of  any  State  of  the  Union,  who,  through  their 
State  government,  wish  to  preserve  the  scenic  beauty  and  grandeur 
of  the  countryside  along  the  new  National  System  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  both  by  reasonable  standards  of  control  of  advertising  bill¬ 
boards  and  by  affirmative  measures  such  as,  for  instance,  landscaping, 
planting  of  trees  and  shrubs,  erosion  control,  and  development  of 
viewpoints  and  historical  sites.  A  State  government  wishing  to 
participate  in  this  program  will  be  offered  the  opportunity,  by  enter¬ 
ing  into  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  consonant  with 
the  policy  standards  of  the  section,  to  obtain  an  additional  one-half 
percent  in  Federal  aid  above  the  90  percent  Federal  share  of  the  cost 
of  the  interstate  highways.  Further,  the  State  may  include  in  the 
cost  of  rights-of-way  purchased  for  the  interstate  highways,  to  be 
reimbursed  90  percent  from  Federal  funds,  up  to  5  percent  in  addi¬ 
tional  costs  that  it  may  incur  in  acquiring  control  over  advertising 
rights  along  these  rights-of-way. 

As  a  measure  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  traveling  public  in  the 
appearance  of  and  the  view  from  the  new  traffic  arteries  being  built 
with  their  taxes,  these  provisions  are  extremely  modest.  We  are 
disappointed  that  stronger  provisions,  more  likely  to  be  effective, 
could  not  win  the  support  of  a  majority  of  this  committee.  We 
believe  that  adequate  provision  for  all  legitimate  and  necessary  needs 
and  purposes  of  signs  along  the  interstate  highways  in  open  country 
was  made  in  the  amendment  we  originally  submitted  to  the  committee, 
which  covered: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that  are  re¬ 
quired  or  authorized  by  law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon 
which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  advertising  activities  being  conducted  upon  the 
property  on  which  such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization 
in  State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give  information  in 
the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

In  the  present  section  12,  the  third  provision  has  been  amended  in 
a  manner  which  will  confront  the  States  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  with  a  difficult  additional  challenge  of  administration.  We  re¬ 
gret  that  this  change  wall  add  to  the  burden  of  drafting  regulations 
and  standards  to  cover  an  additional  class  of  signs  which  should  other¬ 
wise  have  been  provided  for  within  the  fourth  class.  We  believe  that 
section  12,  as  now  written,  can  stand  no  further  weakening  amendment 
without  the  risk  that  it  may  become  so  feeble  as  to  be  a  deception  to 
the  thousands  of  men  and  women  who  individually  and  collectively 
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have  urged  the  Congress  to  provide  a  measure  of  roadside  protection 
for  the  new  highways. 

We  support  and  urge  enactment  of  the  present  section  12,  however, 
because  it  does  constitute,  for  the  first  time,  recognition  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  a  legitimate  public  interest  in  these  main  transcontinental 
travel  routes  beyond  the  mere  construction  of  the  paved  surface  itself. 

HIGHWAYS  TIE  TOGETHER  A  SINGLE  NATION 

The  new  41,000-mile  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways  is 
designed  to  become  the  great  network  of  high-speed,  limited-access 
roads  for  long  distance  automobile  travel  across  our  land.  That  is 
the  concept  which  has  justified  its  almost  total  Federal  financing. 
Americans  in  our  time  have  become  a  traveling  people,  and  we  travel 
largely  by  private  automobile.  With  the  prospects  for  greater  leisure 
time,  this  will  be  even  more  true  of  the  coming  generation  for  whom 
we  today  are  planning  and  building  this  magnificent  road  system. 
Families  from  New  England  who  visit  our  western  national  parks; 
busloads  of  midwestern  school  children  coming  to  view  the  Nation’s 
historical  shrines  in  the  Capital,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania;  vacation¬ 
ists  from  New  York  and  Chicago  on  their  way  to  the  gulf;  all  will 
traverse  many  States  on  their  journeys  along  the  new  highways.  And 
all  will  have  contributed  to  the  90  percent  Federal  share  of  the  high¬ 
way  costs,  whatever  then*  home  States  or  their  destinations  may  be. 

Can  we  say  to  these  millions  of  individual  American  tourists  and 
travelers — and  taxpayers — that  so  far  as  Congress  is  concerned  the 
public  interest  in  the  highways  ends  in  laying  down  the  ribbons  of 
concrete  and  steel  along  which  they  must  journey?  If  we  deliver 
them,  imprisoned  within  these  narrow  grooves  cut  across  our  country, 
as  a  captive  audience  into  the  hands  of  any  and  all  advertisers  who 
have  the  price  of  a  billboard  adjoining  the  right-of-way,  can  we  tell 
them  that  this  is  no  concern  of  ours? 

The  contrasts  between  the  two  courses  the  Congress  may  take  are 
already  plain  for  all  to  see  who  travel  the  New  York  State  Thruway, 
the  new  Washington-Baltimore  Parkway,  or  other  protected  high¬ 
ways  and  compare  them  with  older,  unprotected  roads.  Roadside 
signboard  control  has  been  the  rule  in  some  of  the  most  scenic  areas 
in  the  world,  such  as  Hawaii  and  Alaska,  Switzerland  and  Austria. 
We  would  offer  Americans  of  all  States  an  opportunity  to  follow  this 
enlightened  course. 

CHOICE  OF  ACTION  LEFT  ENTIRELY  TO  STATE  GOVERNMENTS 

Many  proponents  of  roadside  protection  urged  upon  us  direct 
Federal  action  to  prohibit  or  limit  the  construction  of  advertising 
billboards  along  the  interstate  highways  directed  at  the  travelers  on 
these  roads.  It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  this  bill  does  not 
contain  any  provisions  of  that  kind,  except  with  respect  to  Federal 
public  lands  themselves. 

The  decision  whether  to  act,  and  through  what  means,  is  left  to  the 
separate  States.  Some  State  governments  have  found  that  they  can 
control  billboards  and  other  roadside  development  by  direct  laws  and 
regulations.  They  may  continue  to  do  so  and  qualify  for  the  one-half 
percent  incentive  bonus  provided  in  this  bill.  Other  State  govern- 


50 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 


ments  may  wish  to  purchase  the  legal  right  to  such  controls  under 
State  laws  in  conjunction  with  buying  the  Interstate  highway  rights- 
of-way  themselves.  They  may  follow  this  approach  under  the  bill 
and  include  the  added  costs  (up  to  5  percent)  in  computing  the 
reimbursable  Federal  share.  Some  State  governments  may  not  wish 
to  participate  in  any  plan  of  roadside  protection.  This  bill  will  not 
touch  them.  We  recognize  regretfully  that  to  that  extent,  it  will  by 
no  means  be  effective  for  the  whole  Interstate  Highway  System;  but 
we  repeat  that  in  this  bill  there  is  no  Federal  compulsion  with  respect 
to  the  highways  in  any  State.  There  is  only  an  offer  of  assistance 
to  any  State  wishing  to  act  under  its  own  laws  to  protect  the  interstate 
highway  roadsides  within  its  borders. 

The  provisions  of  section  12  have  been  drafted  to  offer  the  greatest 
possible  measure  of  flexibility  to  take  into  account  differences  in  the 
legal  and  factual  situations  within  different  States.  The  agreements 
between  a  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  within  the 
limits  of  the  overall  policy  standards  of  the  bill,  exclude  parts  of  the 
interstate  highways  passing  through  any  incorporated  municipalities 
that  have  legal  control  over  the  adjacent  real  property,  if  these  do  not 
wish  to  join  in  being  included.  They  may  exclude  segments  of  the 
Interstate  System  traversing  zones  established  as  industrial  or  com¬ 
mercial  by  State  law.  They  may  exclude  segments  of  rights-of-ways 
wholly  acquired  before  the  beginning  of  the  interstate  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  July  1,  1956.  Further  recognition  of  State  law  is  included  in 
the  references  of  the  bill  to  classes  of  signs  which  may  be  provided  for 
in  the  policy  standards  and  regulations. 

In  short,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  bill  which  more  fully  recog¬ 
nizes  and  defers  to  State  initiative  in  accomplishing  its  objectives. 

OPPOSITION  OF  OUTDOOR  ADVERTISING  INDUSTRY 

We  recognize,  of  course,  that  claims  of  invasion  of  State  jurisdiction 
over  roadsides  have  largely  come  not  from  States,  but  from  the  bill¬ 
board  industry  itself. 

In  raising  these  claims,  the  industry  does  not  point  to  a  record  of 
support  for  the  exercise  of  that  State  jurisdiction.  To  the  contrary, 
the  industry  has  consistently  fought  State  regulatory  legislation  as 
vehemently  as  it  has  this  bill.  As  we  have  shown,  the  present  pro¬ 
posal  is  actually  wholly  contingent  on  voluntary  and  independent 
State  action.  What  the  industry  claims,  then,  is  that  it  is  wrong  for 
Congress  even  to  offer  assistance  to  those  States  which  wish  to  act  to 
let  travelers  enjoy  their  landscape.  Actually,  several  States  have 
already  begun  action  which  might  qualify  them  for  the  benefits  of 
this  bill. 

Not  only  is  State  action  left  paramount,  but  provision  has  been 
made  by  the  committee  for  the  reasonable  advertising  needs  of  off- 
highway  businesses  that  must  be  able  to  reach  and  attract  travelers 
on  the  new  expressways.  We  have  recognized  that  limited-access 
roads  bypass  many  hotels,  motels,  resorts,  and  other  tourist  facilities 
which  are  accessible  only  by  leaving  the  interstate  highway  at  an  exit 
to  seek  them  out.  A  State  may  wish,  in  regulating  signboards  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  policy  standards  of  this  bill,  to  make  provision  for 
signs  informing  the  traveler  of  such  facilities  accessible  to  him  from 
the  next  exit.  This  bill  permits  recognition  of  such  State  regulation 
in  the  agreements  for  Federal  assistance. 
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Thus  the  claims  which  the  Congress  is  called  upon  to  balance  in 
acting  on  section  12  of  this  bill  ultimately  are  reduced  to  the  financial 
interest  of  the  billboard  industry  itself,  as  against  the  interest  of  the 
traveling  public  in  the  undisturbed  view  of  the  American  countryside 
surrounding  our  magnificent  new  transcontinental  highways,  free  from 
the  blatant  attacks  of  billboard  salesmanship.  We  believe  the  equities 
in  this  choice  are  plain. 

The  entire  value  of  the  advertising  billboards  themselves  is  created 
only  by  the  location  and  construction  of  the  highway  along  which  it  is 
erected.  That  highway  is  built  with  the  taxes  of  the  traveler.  He 
can  turn  off  his  radio,  skip  the  ads  between  the  editorial  matter  pro¬ 
vided  him  by  his  newspaper  or  magazine — must  he  subject  himself 
passively  to  advertising  signs  along  his  roadsides  that  are  made  possible 
only  by  his  gasoline  and  other  taxes? 

Finally,  what  is  involved  in  this  bill  is  only  roadside  protection 
along  some  40,000  miles  of  new  interstate  highways  that  will  be  built 
in  the  years  immediately  ahead.  This  is  less  than  3  percent  of  the 
)  approximately  1,500,000  miles  of  surfaced  public  roads  and  highways 
in  our  country.  Nothing  in  this  bill  deals  with  the  other  97  percent, 
nor  even  with  the  $2,200  million  in  new  appropriations  which  Congress 
is  at  this  same  time  authorizing  for  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
roads  outside  the  Interstate  System.  Can  the  billboard  industry  be 
heard  to  say  that  it  will  be  destroyed  by  the  mild  and  moderate  meas¬ 
ures  proposed  in  this  bill  for  the  new  cross-country,  limited-access 
Interstate  System  alone? 

Men  and  women  from  every  corner  of  the  United  States,  who  have 
no  selfish  economic  stake  in  this  question,  have  urged  the  Congress  to 
provide  some  protection  for  the  scenic  beauty  and  grandeur  of  these 
new  highways.  We  believe  the  Congress  can  no  longer  evade  its 
responsibility  for  facing  up  to  the  decision.  The  provisions  of  section 
12  of  this  bill  are  the  minimum  that  can  be  done  to  assist  interested 
State  governments  to  act.  We  think  they  should  be  enacted  now. 

Richard  L.  Neuberger. 

Thomas  H.  Kuchel. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  OPPOSING  SECTION  11  OF  S.  3414  OF 
SENATOR  EDWARD  MARTIN,  SENATOR  W.  KERR  SCOTT, 
SENATOR  ROBERT  S.  KERR,  AND  SENATOR  ROMAN  L. 
HRUSKA 

The  undersigned  oppose  inclusion  of  section  11  of  the  within  bill. 

This  section  proposes  to  amend  111  (A)  of  the  Federal -Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956,  which  deals  with  availability  of  Federal  funds  to 
reimburse  States  for  costs  of  relocating  utility  facilities. 

Present  rule:  As  contained  in  section  111:  Whenever  a  State  shall 
pay  for  the  cost  of  such  relocation  of  utilities,  Federal  funds  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  the  State  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project. 

This  present  rule  is  the  result  of  well-seasoned  legislative  process. 
First  proposed  in  the  82d  Congress,  hearings  were  had  by  the  Senate 
and  House  Committees  on  Public  Works  in  1952.  Extensive  hear¬ 
ings  were  had  in  the  83d  Congress.  In  its  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1954,  the  83d  Congress  directed  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make 
a  study  of  the  subject.  The  results  of  that  study  are  contained  in 
House  Document  127  (84th  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  entitled,  “Public  Utility 
Relocation  Incident  to  Highway  Improvement.” 

The  84th  Congress  in  1956  enacted  the  present  rule.  Legislative 
history  shows  that  the  Congress  intended  and  desired  that  the  then 
existing  practice  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  be  specifically  placed 
into  statute  form  (see  H.  Rept.  2022  on  H.  R.  10660,  at  p.  14).  In 
part,  the  report  reads: 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  informed  the  committee  that 
it  is  its  present  practice  to  permit  the  use  of  Federal  funds 
to  reimburse  the  States  for  the  pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of 
relocation  of  utilities  when  such  costs  have  been  paid  by  a  State. 

In  order  that  this  procedure  may  be  specifically  authorized, 
the  committee  has  in  section  113  approved  this  existing  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  Bureau  in  order  that  there  will  be  no  question  of 
the  propriety  of  so  using  Federal  funds  where  a  State  under 
its  own  laws  or  practices  pays  such  costs  on  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  projects.  There  is  no  requirement  in  this  section,  either 
expressed  or  implied,  that  a  State  must  pay  all  or  any  part  of 
utility  relocation  costs.  [Emphasis  supplied.] 

The  conferees  on  the  1956  act  in  Report  No.  2436,  June  25,  1956,. 
said  (p.  34) : 

Section  113  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  and  recom¬ 
mended  and  accepted  by  the  conferees  recognizes  the  equity 
of  reimbursing  utilities  for  the  cost  of  relocating  facilities  when 
required  for  Federal-aid  highway  projects.  Further,  this 
section  makes  it  clear  that  it  is  the  intention  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  assume  its  proportionate  share  of  utility  relo¬ 
cation  costs  whenever  a  State  allows  such  costs.  [Emphasis 
supplied.] 
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It  Is  clear,  in  view  of  all  this  history,  that  the  present  rule  is  the 
result  of  well  considered,  mature  action.  It  is  bottomed  on  good 
public  policy  and  sound  equitable  principles. 

Proposed  rule :  as  contained  in  section  1 1 :  would  change  the  present 
rule  in  two  particulars.  It  would  allow  reimbursement: 

(1)  If  a  State  law  requires  the  State  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part 
of  such  cost  of  relocation;  and 

(2)  With  Federal  funds  for  only  70  percent  of  such  cost  which 
a  State  is  obligated  to  pay. 

The  only  new  consideration  arising  since  passage  of  the  act  of  1956 
is  the  enactment  in  some  States  of  statutes  which  provide  for  payment 
of  utility  relocation  where  same  was  not  previously  the  case.  The 
majority  report,  in  this  regard  states: 

The  committee  did  not  contemplate  this  drastic  change  in 
■existing  practices  when  the  1956  act  was  enacted,  and  realizes 
that  the  use  of  Federal  funds  for  reimbursement  to  the  States 
for  this  purpose  will  increase  substantially,  which  will  reduce 
the  amount  of  Federal  funds  available  for  construction  of 
highways. 

In  short,  the  position  of  the  advocates  of  section  11  is  that  it  was 
fair,  equitable  and  in  keeping  with  public  policy  to  pay  such  relocation 
costs,  until  the  amount  thereof  reached  a  point  beyond  their  original 
contemplation.  The  increase  in  amount  involved  is  what  caused  the 
change;  as  long  as  the  amount  was  not  large,  it  was  fair;  when  the 
increase  occurred,  it  became  unfair.  The  increase  in  charges  warped 
the  previously  held  ideas  as  to  propriety  and  sound  public  policy. 

This  reasoning  is  reminiscent  of  the  philosophy  of  Abe  Martin  when 
he  said:  “If  a  man  says  it  is  not  the  money  but  the  principle  of  the 
thing,  he  means  the  money.” 

REASON  FOR  CHANGE  OF  STATE  LAWS 

It  is  submitted  that  there  was  valid  reason  for  the  States  to  amend 
their  laws.  The  conditions  under  which  utilities  agreed  to  bear  the 
burden  of  relocation  costs  disappeared,  or  at  the  very  least  were 
radically  and  substantially  changed,  with  the  enactment  of  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

In  the  old  days,  such  relocation  costs  were  encountered  on  a  gradual 
and  small  scale.  They  embraced  relatively  minor  operations  in  type. 
Their  sum  total  was  within  the  reach  of  the  utilities’  ability  to  fund 
same,  whether  the  utility  was  publicly,  privateljq  or  cooperatively 
owned. 

Under  the  act  of  1956  all  of  this  was  heavily  changed.  A  crash 
program  of  unprecedented  scale  was  inaugurated.  Federal  funds 
available  for  highway  construction  rocketed  from  $875,000  to  $2  bil¬ 
lion  within  a  single  year.  Greater  increases  are  scheduled  for  following 
years.  In  addition,  the  type  of  construction  changed.  The  modern, 
multilane,  high  speed  traffic  ways  require  rights-of-way  of  spectacular 
width;  cloverleafs,  overpasses,  and  underpasses;  and  long  distances 
thereof  through  urban  areas,  bringmg  expressways  to  the  heart  of 
metropolitan  centers. 

These  changes  brought  about  inordinate  expenditures  for  moving 
vast  amounts  of  facilities  at  a  great  cost  to  the  users  of  the  utilities. 


54 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  195  8 


They  bring  about  a  tremendously  different  treatment  than  when 
highway  improvement  was  a  local  convenience  and  local  cost,  rela¬ 
tively  spealdng. 

Under  the  old  order  there  was  not  only  a  smaller  cost,  but  also  a 
greater  identity  between  the  users  of  the  utilities  affected,  and  the 
taxpayer  who  provided  funds  for  the  highway  improvement  which 
resulted. 

A  special  unfairness  which  results  from  these  costs  is  attributable  to 
the  Interstate  Highway  System.  Some  communities  and  some 
utilities  will  pay  the  entire  load.  Most  of  the  communities  and 
utilities,  many  located  just  a  short  distance  away,  will  not  pay  any 
of  the  load,  and  yet  they  will  benefit  almost  as  fully  from  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Interstate  System. 

Different  conditions.  Different  treatment.  State  legislatures  acted 
accordingly. 

PUBLICLY  OWNED  UTILITIES 

Under  the  present  ride,  special  consideration  is  given  to  publicly 
owned  utilities.  See  especially  paragraph  3  of  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  Policy  and  Procedure  Memorandum  30-4,  issued  December 
31,  1957. 

This  preference  will  be  obliterated  by  the  proposed  section  11  in 
most  instances. 

It  is  ventured  that  municipalities  and  utility  authorities  of  publicly 
owned  classification,  the  Nation  over  will  be  pounding  at  the  doors 
of  Congress  long  before  the  next  session  opens,  if  the  proposed  section 
is  approved. 

SMALL  UTILITIES  AND  MUNICIPALITIES 

Should  an  Interstate  Highway  run  to  the  heart  of  a  small  utility 
(it  might  be  an  REA,  a  co-op  phone  company,  or  electrical  distribu¬ 
tion  system,  or  what  have  you),  or  through  or  near  a  small  city  or 
village,  it  is  conceivable  that  fiscal  ruin  could  be  visited  upon  them. 
This  would  be  brought  about  if  the  provision  for  obligating  a  State 
to  pay  relocation  costs  is  lacking  in  the  State  law.  If  that  happened 
to  be  the  case,  situations  of  the  type  suggested  are  totally  beyond 
repair  under  the  proposed  section  1 1 . 

It  should  be  clear  that  the  vice  of  the  proposed  section  11  lies  in 
its  depriving  the  States  of  the  discretion  they  now  have  as  to  when 
and  under  what  conditions  relocation  costs  will  be  paid.  They  may 
delegate  that  discretion  to  State  officials  under  the  present  rule  and 
provide  some  degree  of  flexibility  which  will  make  for  equity  and 
commonsense.  This  is  denied  them  under  section  11. 

SUMMARY  OF  CASE  FOR  PRESENT  RULE 

But  whether  the  utility  is  publicly,  privately,  or  cooperatively 
owned,  and  whether  it  is  large  or  small,  there  are  valid  and  sound 
reasons  for  the  present  rule: 

1.  Relocation  costs  are  legitimate  construction  costs  which 
should  be  treated  as  an  integral  part  of  the  cost  of  constructing 
Federal-aid  highways. 

2.  If  utilities  are  required  to  pay  relocation  costs  utility  users 
would  be  unfairly  burdened.  They  would  have  to  pay  for  the 
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cost  of  constructing  highways — once  as  a  taxpayer  and  again  as 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  each  utility  used.  This  despite  the  fact 
that  utilities  and  their  customers  receive  no  special  benefit  from 
the  new  Federal  highways. 

3.  In  many  areas  smaller  local  utilities,  public  and  private, 
which  happen  to  be  in  the  path  of  highway  construction,  would 
be  heavily  burdened  and  possibly  forced  out  of  business. 

4.  The  new  Federal-aid  highway  program  because  of  its 
immense  size  and  complexity  would  accentuate  the  burden  on 
utility  users  of  all  services,  electric,  gas,  water,  sewer,  and 
communications. 

5.  Public  rights-of-way  are  not  solely  for  transportation  of 
vehicles  but  to  provide  the  public  with  all  needed  services  and 
commodities  as  roads  have  always  done.  The  public  and  not 
just  the  motorist  provides  these  rights-of-way. 

It  is  submitted  that  section  111  of  the  1956  act  was  the  result  of 
careful  deliberation  and  conclusions  reached  after  consideration  of  all 
of  the  facts.  To  subject  it  to  the  proposed  amendment  would  be 
unfair  to  the  respective  States  and  to  those  comparatively  few  members 
of  the  public  who  would  be  affected  because  of  their  misfortune  in 
using  services  of  utilities  in  the  paths  of  Federal-aid  highway  projects. 

Edward  Martin. 

W.  Kerr  Scott. 

Robert  S.  Kerr. 

Roman  L.  Hruska. 


SEPARATE  VIEWS  OPPOSING  SECTION  12  OF  S.  3414  OF 
SENATOR  ROBERT  S.  KERR,  SENATOR  W.  KERR  SCOTT, 
SENATOR  EDWARD  MARTIN,  AND  SENATOR  ROMAN  L. 
HRUSIvA: 

The  undersigned  object  to  section  12  of  S.  3414,  which  adds  a  new 
section  122  to  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  It  is  an  effort 
to  prohibit  advertising  of  a  certain  type  along  the  entire  system  of 
the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

We  think  section  12  is  open  to  most  serious  objections.  It  is 
entirely  extraneous  and  totally  unrelated  to  the  worthy  and  important 
purposes  and  provisions  of  S.  3414,  which  is  a  regular  biennial  con¬ 
struction  act,  appropriating  several  billion  dollars  to  expedite  the  f 
construction  of  the  Interstate  and  Defense  Highway  System. 

The  section  was  added  by  a  vote  of  7  to  6.  It  was  added  with 
reckless  disregard  of  the  fact  that  such  a  controversial  subject  hampers 
and  needlessly  delays  the  enactment  of  emergency  highway  legislation. 

Section  12,  in  substance,  makes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  a  czar 
over  the  regulation  of  outdoor  advertising  within  660  feet  of  the  outer 
edge  of  the  highway  rights-of-way.  While  section  12  purports  to  set 
certain  standards  for  the  guidance  of  the  Secretary,  it  nullifies  those 
standards  completely  by  requiring  that  all  highway  advertising  shall 
be  “consistent  with  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary.”  This  is  a  grant  of  power  for  the  regulation 
of  thousands  of  businesses  in  the  United  States  that  is  entirely 
unprecedented  in  the  unlimited  and  arbitrary  power  it  vests  in  a 
public  official. 

While  in  its  final  form  the  bill  uses  the  word  “regulation,”  its 
sponsors  have  consistently  used  the  word  “prohibit,”  and  the  power 
granted  the  Secretary  is  adequate  to  support  prohibition. 

Section  12  is  justified  by  its  sponsors  on  the  ground  that  it  promotes 
beauty  and  esthetics  (whatever  that  may  be)  and  turns  the  Interstate 
System  of  Highways  into  scenic  parkways.  But  at  the  same  time,  it  is  £ 
directed  to  only  one  narrow  field  of  restriction ;  namely,  that  of  ^ 
advertising. 

It  defeats  the  very  purpose  of  its  sponsors,  because  it  ignores 
hundreds  of  notorious  eyesores  such  as  junkyards,  hogpens,  garbage 
dumps,  automobile  graveyards,  dilapidated  buildings,  and  scores  of 
other  unsightly  objects  along  the  right-of-way,  which  it  must  be 
conceded  by  the  sponsors  are  fully  as  distasteful  to  them  as  are 
advertising  signs. 

It  would  appear  that  if  the  real  desire  of  the  sponsors  of  the  measure 
is  to  construct  a  national  system  of  scenic  parkways,  then  the  matter 
should  be  approached  from  the  standpoint  of  the  zoning  of  all  areas 
adjacent  to  the  highway  system  and  not  in  an  attempt  to  specifically 
prohibit  one  type  of  business  to  the  exclusion  of  many  others. 

But  section  12  is  objectionable  on  other  grounds  most  serious. 

It  attempts  to  induce,  by  the  expenditure  of  Federal  money,  the 
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legislatures  of  the  States  to  pass  legislation  which  they  might  not 
otherwise  pass,  in  a  form  to  be  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  in  order  to  obtain  Federal  funds.  The  pattern  is  set  here  for 
the  total  destruction  of  the  rights  of  the  States  by  the  offering  of 
Federal  monej^  to  them  to  take  action.  The  same  principle  may  be 
applied  to  any  other  tjrpe  of  legislation  which  is  without  the  constitu¬ 
tional  power  of  the  Federal  Government,  but  which  it  is  now  sought 
to  achieve  by  the  offering  of  money  to  the  States. 

If  similar  offers  to  State  legislatures  of  millions  of  dollars  to  pass 
legislation  in  conformity  with  somebody’s  wishes  were  made  by  anyone 
other  than  the  Congress,  such  action  would  be  characterized  by  very 
unpleasant  language. 

In  the  beginning  the  proposals  now  set  forth  in  section  12  were 
proposals  for  direct  Federal  action,  that  the  Federal  Government  con¬ 
demn  these  660-foot  strips  along  the  highways,  or  that  it  undertake 
to  zone  them.  It  now  seems  to  be  admitted  by  the  proponents  of  the 
legislation  that  the  condemnation  of  such  strips  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  constitutionally  possible,  since  there  is  no  taking  of 
property,  merely  a  restriction  on  use  of  property.  In  any  event,  such 
a  program  necessitating  outright  condemnation  would  cost  so  many 
billion  dollars  that  the  plan  is  totally  infeasible.  It  likewise  seems  now 
to  be  admitted  that  there  is  no  Federal  police  power  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  that  will  permit  the  Congress  to  zone  areas  adjacent  to 
Federal  highways. 

Therefore,  the  present  legislation  is  designed,  by  the  offering  of 
money  by  the  Congress,  to  induce  the  doing  of  something  by  the 
States  that  the  Congress  itself  lacks  the  power  to  do.  The  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  principle  that  by  the  influence  of  money  the  Federal 
Government  can  indirectly  exercise  powers  which  it  does  not  directly 
possess  under  the  Constitution,  sets  a  pattern  for  the  destruction  of 
State  and  local  government  to  which  we  cannot  subscribe,  no  matter 
how  laudatory  the  alleged  purposes  may  be. 

It  is  said  that  the  offering  of  these  sums  of  mone3r  is  merely  to 
"induce”  State  action.  The  practical  fact  is  that  it  controls  State 
action.  One  witness  before  the  committee  testified,  frankly,  that 
Maryland  passed  a  highway  advertising  bill  this  year  because  of  the 

)hope  that  it  would  receive  as  a  result  of  that  passage  $8  million  of 
additional  funds  for  roadbuilding — this  statement  from  one  of  the 
sponsors  of  the  Maryland  legislation. 

In  other  words,  we  are  setting  here  the  pattern,  by  offering  “induce¬ 
ment”  money,  for  the  passing  of  State  legislation  in  a  form  directed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  State  is  bartering  away  for  dollars 
its  constitutional  right  of  self-government  by  the  exercise  of  its  police 
power. 

There  can  be  no  question  that  the  States,  under  our  constitutional 
system,  possess  the  basic  police  power  necessary  to  control  this  situa¬ 
tion  within  certain  constitutional  limitations.  To  induce  the  exercise 
of  that  power  by  the  use  of  money  to  conform,  not  to  local  wishes,  but 
to  the  wishes  of  a  Federal  official,  is  subversive  of  our  entire  constitu¬ 
tional  system  of  separation  of  powers. 

But  section  12  raises  other  grave  legal  problems  to  which  we  can¬ 
not  subscribe.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  State  highway  departments  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy,  and  in  return  for  those  agreements,  offers  hundreds  of  millions 
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of  dollars  of  bonuses  set  forth  in  the  act.  Yet  it  must  be  perfectly 
clear  that  the  State  highway  departments  have  no  authority  to  enter 
into  contracts  on  behalf  of  the  sovereign  States  unless  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  legislatures  of  the  States,  and  no  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  endow  a  State  highway  department  with  authority  which  it 
does  not  otherwise  have. 

Here  is  a  statute  which  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
make  a  contract  with  the  highway  department  of  the  State  to  deal 
with  the  uses  of  land  of  third  parties.  Yet  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  contracting  on  a  matter  with  reference  to  which  Congress  has  no 
power  to  act;  namely,  the  regulation  of  the  uses  of  private  property. 
The  State  highway  department  has  no  authority  to  make  such  a  con¬ 
tract  except  by  authority  of  its  legislature.  So  here  is  the  anomalous 
situation:  Two  parties,  neither  having  legal  authority  to  act,  con¬ 
tracting  to  control  the  property  rights  of  a  third  party,  namely,  the 
lands  and  the  property  of  thousands  of  land  owners  throughout  the 
Nation. 

Section  12  is  also  highly  discriminatory  among  the  several  States.  { 
Some  States  have  already  passed  laws  controlling  advertising  along  ^ 
their  highways.  Are  these  States  to  receive  a  bonus  for  something 
which  they  have  already  done?  Other  States  are  prohibited  by  their 
constitutions  from  the  expenditure  of  State  highway  funds  for  other 
than  the  construction  of  roads.  Does  this  legislation  contemplate  an 
attempt  to  force  these  States  to  change  their  State  constitutions  in 
order  to  receive  their  share  of  the  Federal  handout? 

Furthermore,  under  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  courts  of  most  of 
the  States,  the  zoning  of  property  for  purely  esthetic  purposes,  which 
would  be  required  of  the  States  under  this  bill,  is  an  unconstitutional 
exercise  of  the  police  power.  Are  the  States  whose  laws  and  courts 
prohibit  zoning  for  esthetic  purposes  to  be  denied  their  share  of  the 
Federal  handout? 

The  regulation  of  the  uses  of  real  property  for  purely  esthetic 
purposes  has  been  repeatedly  denied  by  the  courts  of  all  of  the  States 
because  of  the  utter  impossibility  of  any  tangible  definition  of  the 
words  “esthetic”  and  “beauty.”  The  problem  is  the  same  as  is  the 
problem  of  censoring  movies,  books  and  similar  things  on  the  grounds 
of  obscenity  or  public  morals.  Who  shall  say?  The  standards  of 
esthetics  are  completely  undefinable.  Are  we  to  have  natural  beauty  A 
as  the  Secretary  likes  it,  or  as  the  people  through  their  legislatures  * 
like  it?  What  may  be  beautiful  to  one  is  distasteful  to  another,  and 
that  which  is  distasteful  to  some  is  acceptable  to  others. 

Yet  this  legislation  undertakes,  if  they  are  to  get  their  share  of  the 
Federal  handout,  to  compel  the  States  to  pass  laws  affecting  the  use  of 
millions  of  acres  of  real  property  throughout  the  United  States  by 
prohibiting  its  use  for  advertising  purposes,  while  permitting  its  use 
for  hundreds  of  other  much  more  objectionable  purposes.  How  can 
such  legislation,  even  by  the  States,  be  sustained,  and  is  it  not  highly 
discriminatory  among  the  various  uses  of  real  property  when  the 
States  undertake  to  pass  such  legislation? 

Discussing  still  more  detailed  implications  of  the  bill,  may  we  point 
out  the  conception,  as  section  12  recites,  that  one  of  its  purposes  is 
“to  protect  the  public  investment  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways.”  If  that  is  a  sound  ground  for  Federal 
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inducement  of  State  legislation,  why  does  it  not  apply  equally  well  to 
all  other  large  Federal  investments? 

If  there  is  a  power  here  to  control  advertising  “to  protect  the  invest¬ 
ment”  in  highways,  why  is  there  not  an  equal  power,  by  the  use  of 
Federal  funds,  to  induce  states  to  zone  property  around  all  public  post 
offices,  Federal  buildings  and  other  Federal  structures? 

The  pattern  here  set  justifies  the  ultimate  encroachment  of  the 
Federal  Government  into  local  communities  and  rural  areas  throughout 
the  United  States  for  any  and  all  kinds  of  Federal  control  which  is 
beyond  the  direct  constitutional  power  of  the  Congress. 

In  an  apparent  endeavor  to  placate  the  owners  of  small  businesses, 
restaurants,  motels,  service  stations,  etc.,  the  bill  permits,  section 
12  (a)  (3),  signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches,  advertising  activ¬ 
ities  conducted  within  12  miles  of  the  point  of  the  sign.  This,  it  seems 
to  us,  is  a  perfectly  specious  provision.  Such  a  sign  is  approximately 
2  feet  square,  and  being  located  at  a  distance  from  the  highway,  is 
utterly  unreadable  and  valueless,  especially  for  night  drivers. 

The  proponents  of  this  legislation  have  seemed  to  ignore  at  all  times 
the  fact  that  the  new  highway  system  is  a  nonaccess  system;  that  there 
is  no  possibility  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the  highway  of  the  encroach¬ 
ment  up  to  the  edge  of  the  paving  of  many  of  the  things  about  which 
complaint  is  made.  There  can  be  no  restaurants,  filling  stations, 
drive-ins  and  other  places  of  business  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
driving  surface  of  the  road,  as  are  so  frequently  depicted  with  reference 
to  many  old  highways.  Such  places  cannot  exist  along  a  nonaccess 
highway,  since  they  cannot  be  gotten  to  or  from  the  highway. 

The  following  section,  12  (a)  (4),  is  a  legal  jungle  and  if  enacted,  is 
provocative  of  litigation  for  years  to  come. 

For  instance,  (1)  it  permits  signs  “pursuant  to  authorization  in 
State  law.”  Does  that  mean  “permitted”?  If  so,  there  are  thou¬ 
sands  of  miles  of  the  highway  system  where  State  law  permits  adver¬ 
tising.  Does  it  mean  “specifically  and  affirmatively  authorized”? 
If  so,  it  again  requires  legislative  action  by  State  legislatures  or  city 
councils. 

(2)  “*  *  *  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section.”  The  standards  of  this  section  are  the 
wishes  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  can  amount  to  a  prohibition, 
making  the  language  potentially  meaningless. 

(3)  “*  *  *  and  designed  to  give  information  in  the  specific  interest 
of  the  traveling  public.”  No  one  can  define  the  “specific  interest” 
of  the  traveling  public,  and  is  advertising  designed  to  “give  informa¬ 
tion”  or  to  promote  business? 

These  three  qualifications,  coupled  together  in  one  paragraph,  are 
not  only  impossible  of  definition,  but  contain  ambiguities  which  should 
be  beneath  the  dignity  of  the  Congress  to  enact. 

Section  12  is  tantamount  to  the  repeal  of  all  municipal  zoning 
ordnances  of  all  of  the  areas  within  the  United  States  which  are  now 
zoned  by  local  authority.  No  matter  what  may  have  been  the  city 
or  village  plan,  it  if  does  not  conform  to  the  wishes  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  then  the  State  must  either  forfeit  millions  of  dollars 
or  it  must  repeal  its  municipal  zoning  ordnances,  so  far  as  they  are 
adjacent  to  the  highway  system. 
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The  amount  of  money  which  the  taxpayers  are  being  required  to 
pay  to  beautify  these  highways,  at  one-half  of  1  percent,  is  somewhere 
from  200  to  300  million  dollars,  depending  entirely  upon  the  ultimate 
cost  of  the  Federal  system.  At  a  time  of  unbalanced  budgets  and 
unemployment,  the  appropriation  of  $200  million,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  employment,  but  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  thousands  of 
people  out  of  employment,  hardly  conforms  to  the  current  needs  of 
the  country.  It  was  estimated  by  witnesses  before  the  committee, 
representing  labor,  that  the  number  of  jobs  affected  by  this  legislation 
may  reach  as  high  as  50,000. 

For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons — because  the  matter  is  not  one  of 
primary  Federal  jurisdiction;  because  of  its  profound  effects  upon 
the  constitutional  system  of  the  country;  because  of  the  tremendous 
power  over  business  that  it  places  in  the  hands  of  a  single  Federal 
official;  because  of  its  effect  upon  the  thousands  of  landowners  in  the 
United  States,  in  restricting  the  use  of  their  property  without  com¬ 
pensation;  and  because  of  ambiguities  and  difficulties  in  the  termi¬ 
nology  of  the  legislation  itself — we  believe  that  section  12  should  be- 
deleted  from  the  bill. 

Robert  S.  Kerr. 

W.  Kerr  Scott. 

Edward  Martin. 

Roman  L.  Hruska- 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  SENATOR  MARTIN  OF 
PENNSYLVANIA  AND  SENATOR  HRUSKA 


We  concur  with  the  majority  in  the  provisions  of  S.  3414  which 
have  for  their  purpose  the  acceleration  of  the  interstate  and  regular 
Federal-aid  highway  programs  in  order  to  expedite  construction  and 
to  provide  increased  employment  opportunities  in  this  period  of 
economic  recession. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  inclusion  of  section  12,  having  to  do  with 
outdoor  advertising  adjacent  to  the  highway  rights-of-way,  first, 
because  it  has  no  bearing  upon  the  building  of  roads  and  therefore 
should  be  considered  in  a  separate  bill,  and,  second,  because  the  con¬ 
trol  of  such  advertising  is  a  matter  which  should  come  under  the 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  States. 

For  some  years  we  have  witnessed  the  usurpation  of  State  functions 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  gradual  watering  down  of  State 
authority.  In  section  12  of  this  bill  we  have  another  example  of 
this — proposing  the  use  of  Federal  highway  funds,  not  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  roads,  but  to  bribe  the  States  that  are  willing  to  surrender 
another  portion  of  their  sovereignty  and  to  submit  to  restrictions 
imposed  by  Washington  upon  their  right  to  legislate  in  the  matter  of 
billboard  control  within  their  own  borders. 

..n  this  connection  it  should  be  recalled  that  many  States  have 
enacted  legislation  carrying  out  the  desire  of  their  people  for  bill¬ 
board  regulation  and  control  without  looking  to  the  Federal  Treasury 
for  an  inducement  to  do  so. 

It  is  our  belief  that  the  trust  fund  provisions  of  the  Federal -Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  should  be  maintained  and  that  the  50-50  ratio 
of  Federal-State  expenditures  on  the  ABC  roads  should  be  continued. 

Edward  Martin. 

Roman  L.  Hruska. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  6, 1958 

Mr.  Gore  (for  himself,  Mr.  Carroll,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Mansfield,  Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough,  Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Neuberger, 
Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Kennedy,  Mr.  Chavez,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Magnuson, 
Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Church,  Mr.  Barrett,  Mr.  Ivuchel,  Mr.  Revercomb,  and 
Mr.  Hennings)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

March  22, 1958 

Reported,  under  authority  of  the  order  of  the  Senate  of  March  21  (legislative 
day,  March  17) ,  1958,  by  Mr.  Chavez,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  -That — 

4  -(a)-  Authorization  op  Appropriations  for  I-n-t-br- 

5  state  System — Section  408  -fbf  of  the  Federal  Arid  High- 

6  way  Act  of  -195G  -(70  Statr  3-74)-  is  hereby  amended  to 

7  read  as  fellows-: 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


2 


“-(b)  Authorization1  op  Appropriations — For  lb© 
purpose  el  expediting  the  construction-,-  reconstruction;  or 
improvement;  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels; 
of  tbe  Interstate  System;  ineluding  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  £  of  the  -Federal-Aid  Highway  Aet 
of  4-94-4  -{§&  Stab  898)-;  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $4;000;000-,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  4-0-54;  which  sum  shall  he  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  authorization  heretofore  made  for  that  year,-  the 
additional  sum  of  $1, 700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  90;  4008;  the  additional  sum  of  $2;500,000;000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  4959,  the  additional  sum 
of  $-3;O00;000;0Q0  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  4960, 
the  additional  sum  of  $9, 1-00,-000-, 000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  90;  4004;  the  additional  sum  of  $9AO0,000;0QO 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  1962,  the  additional 
sum  of  $3,100-,-000;000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90; 
4009;  die  additional  sum  of  $974007000d)00  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  Juno  90;  4004;  the  additional  sum  of  $3,100,- 
000;000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  1905,  the 
additional  sum  of  $9 J00, 000,-000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  90;  4000;  the  additional  sum  of  $97400,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  -1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$9,1-00,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  90;  1968, 
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1  and  the  additional  sum  of  $3,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 

2  ending  June  30j  1969.” 

3  -(b)-  ArroiiTiQNMENT. — The  additional  sum  herein 

4  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30j  1959,  shall 

5  he  apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Aeh 

6  SeOt  A  Effective  duly  4y  1958,  section  209  -(4)-  -(!-)- 

7  ol  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  -1-956  -(40  St  at.  374)  is 

8  amended  to  read  as  fotlows-r 

9  “  (1-)  Interstate  Highway  Program? — Amounts  m 

10  the  Prust  Fund  shall  he  availabley  as  provided  hy  appropria- 

11  tion  Aetsy  for  making  expenditures  after  dune  30y  -1958, 

12  and  before  duly  4y  19 72-,  to  meet  those  obligations  of  the 

13  United  States  heretofore  or  hereafter  incurred  under  the 

14  Federal  Aid  Head  Aet  approved  duly  44y  -1916,-  as  amended 

15  and  supplemented^  which  are  attributable  to  the  National 
1^  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  -(-including 
17  those  portions  of  general  administrative  expenses  of  the 

16  Bureau  of  P-u-bhe  Hoads  payable  from  such  appropriations 

19  and  attributable  to  said  National  System  of  Interstate  and 

20  Defense  Highways)-.-’ 

21  SeGt  3t  -(a)-  -(d)-  Authorization  of 


22 


FOR 


r-  Secondary,  an©  Feb  an  Systems? — For 


23  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  FcdcraP 

24  Aid  Road  Aet  approved  duly  44y  1-916  -f39  Stab-  355)-,- 

25  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto? 
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1  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 

2  year  ending  Tune  39j  1959,-  $450^90, 009  in  addition  to  any 

3  sums  heretofore  authorized  for  sueh  fiscal  ycarr  The  sum 

4  herein  authorized  shad  be  available  for  expenditure  as 

5  follows: 

6  -(A)-  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

7  primary  highway  system? 

8  -(Ft}-  39  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

9  secondary  highway  system? 

I  ' 

10  -fG}-  35  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 

11  these  systems  within  urban  areas? 

12  -(3}-  Apportionment. — Fhe  sum  authorized  by  Oris 

13  section  shah  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 

14  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 

15  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 

16  Act  of  -1044j  approved  December  39j  4944  -(58  Stat?  838}-? 

17  Provided,  That  the  additional  amount  herein  authorized  shah 

18  be  apportioned  immediately  upon  cnaetment  of  this  Aet? 

19  -(bf  The  provisions  of  section  493  -(b)-  and  -(c)-  of 

20  rim  Federal  Aid  -Highway  Act  of  4959  -(49  Stat.  3-74}- 

21  shah  apply  to  the  funds  authorized  by  this  seetion.- 

22  Sue?  4?  -(a)-  Authorization  op  appropriations . — 

23  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  States  in  meeting  the  re- 

24  quirements  for  State  funds  for  the  Primary  and  Secondary 
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-F cdcral-Aid  Highway  Systems,  including  extensions  ef  these 
systems  in  urban  areas;  in  carrying  eat  the  provisions  ef 


the  Federal-Aid  Hoad  Act 
Statr  3-55),  and  ah  Acts 
mcntary  thereto;  there  is  hereby 
ated  the  sum  of  $450,000,0007 
-(h)-  Sant  sum  shah  he 

ktr  Inn  t nr  At 

U  y  tilt/  Uvl'l  v,  l  ell  V  tjt 

ment  of  this  Aet  in 


July  44;  4040  )30 
thereof  and  supplc- 
to  he  appropri- 


to  the  several  States 
immediately  upon  the  enact- 
with  the  formulas  set  forth 


in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Higltway  Aet  of  -194-4; 
approved  Dcecmber  hO;  4044  -(58  Statr  838)-:  The  amounts 
so  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  section  shah  he  avail¬ 


able  to  the  States  as  a 


to  match  the  regular 


and  may  he  used 
made  for  the  fiseal  year 
ending  June  00;  4050;  or  for  hseal  years  prior  thereto;  to 
such  State  for  expenditure  on  the  Primary  and  Secondary 
-Federal-Aid  Systems,  including  extensions  of  these  Systems 
in  urban  areas;  and  shah  he  available  for  expenditure  in 
paying  the  share  of  sueh  State  in  the  cost  of  such  F cderal- 
Aid  projects  :-  Provided,  That  the  amounts  so  advanced  shah 

he  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Government  over  a  period  of 

# 

ten  years,-  commencing  with  the  fiseal  year  ending  June  30; 
4964,  by  making  annual  deductions  from  regular  appor¬ 
tionments  made  pursuant  to  future  authorizations  for  sueh 
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years  ler  lire  construction  el  said  -Primary  ami 
Federal-Aid  Systems?  including  extensions  el  seek  Systems 
in'  urban  areas? 

Seg?  In  AH  provisions  el  tbe  Federal  -Aid  Head  Aet 
approved  July  447  4-91(4,  together  with  all  Aets  amendatory 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto?  net  inconsistent  with  this 
Aet?  shall  remain  in  lull  leree  and  effect  and  he 


SEC.  1.  FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAYS. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  F ederal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $900,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum 
of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 
The  sums  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 

% 

aid  secondary  highway  system. 

(C )  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
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1  section  shall  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 

2  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 

3  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 

4  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

5  (b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — Any  sums 

6  apportioned,  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  available 

7  .  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close 

8  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and 

9  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the 

10  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds 

11  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 

12  the  total  of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to 

13  the  State  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  loith  the  Secretary 

14  of  Commerce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improver 

15  ments  of  specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  Act  and 

16  prior  Acts:  Provided,  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums 

17  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for 

18  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 

19  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State, 

20  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifica- 

21  lions,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspec- 

22  tion,  and  construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by 

23  his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the 

24  State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 

25  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
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the  standards  and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him:  Provided  further, 
That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards 
and  procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set 
forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the 
foregoing  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State 
of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  mainte¬ 
nance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obli¬ 
gation  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system 
or  the  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection 
after  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction 
of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or 
urban  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher 
or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be 
credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or 
urban,  previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immedi¬ 
ately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Additional  Authorization  of  Ap¬ 
propriation  of  Federal-Aid  Primary,  Secondary, 
and  Urban  Funds. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Hoad  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
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1  supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

2  priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  $400,000,- 

3  000  in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  for  such 

4  fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  apportioned: 

5  (A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
Q  highway  system,  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 

7  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  (C)  25  per  centum 

8  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas 

9  among  the  several  States  immediately  upon  enactment  of 

10  this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accord- 

11  ance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal 

12  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 

13  (58  Stat.  838). 

14  (b)  The  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  sec- 

15  tion  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  pur- 

16  suant  to  contracts  awarded  by  the  State  highway  depart- 
11  ments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  which  shall  provide  for 

18  completion  of  construction  prior  to  December  1,  1959.  Any 

19  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of  this 

20  section  remaining  unexpended  as  above  provided  on  December 

21  1, 1958,  shall  lapse. 

22  (c)  The  sums  apportioned  under  this  section  shall  be 

23  available  for  expenditure  for  projects  on  the  primary  or 

S.  3414 - 2 
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1  secondary  Federal-aid  systems,  including  extensions  of  these 

2  systems  within  urban  areas,  without  limitation  as  to  the 

3  percentage  to  be  utilized  on  any  system. 

4  (d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  proj- 

5  ect  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 

6  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  to  70  per  centum  of  the 

7  total  cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  containing  unappro- 

8  priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 

9  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the 

10  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 

11  30  per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the 

12  area  of  such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided, 

13  That  such  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in  any  State 
shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  of  such 

15  project. 

16  (e)  Authorization  of  Appropriation  for  In- 
1^  creasing  Federal  Share. — For  the  purpose  of  assisting 
1®  any  State  in  meeting  the  requirements  for  State  funds  to 

19  match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provi- 

20  sions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

21  priated  the  sum  of  $115,000,000,  which  sum  may  be  used 

22  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any  State 

23  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 

24  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the 

25  provisions  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  the  amount  of  such 
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1  increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of 

2  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 

3  (f)  Reimbursement. — The  total  amount  of  such  in- 
41  creases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are  made  pursuant  to  suh- 

5  section  (e)  above,  shall  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Govern- 

6  ment  by  making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts 

7  expended  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 

8  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and  exten- 

9  sions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas  in  two  equal  amounts 

10  from  the  amounts  available  to  such  State  for  expenditure  on 

11  such  highways  under  any  apportionment  of  funds  authorized 

12  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 

13  June  30,  1961  and  June  30,  1962. 

14  (g)  Contract  Authority. — Approval  by  the  Secre- 

15  tary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on  account  of  which  the 

16  Federal  share  is  increased  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
41  tion  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 

18  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in  the  Federal 

19  share,  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended 

20  when  so  obligated. 

21  (h)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Con- 

22  gress  that  the  sum  authorized  under  this  section  shall  be 

23  supplementary  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  hereto- 

24  fore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal- 

25  aid  primary  or  secondary  systems,  including  extensions  of 
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1  these  systems  within  urban  areas,  and  is  made  available  for 

2  the  purpose  of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of  highway 

3  construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 

4  with  funds  otherwise  authorized. 

5  SEC.  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 

6  ROADS  AND  TRAILS. 

7  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 

8  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the 

9  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended 

10  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

11  priated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $36,000,000 

12  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum 

13  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest 

14  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $34,000,000  for 

15  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for 

16  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That  with 
11  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a 
16  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held 

19  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction 

20  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity 

21  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  prac- 

22  ticability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruc- 

23  tion :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for 

24  forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails 

25  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas 
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1  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities:  Provided 

2  further,  That  the  same  percentage  of  the  amounts  authorized 

3  under  this  subsection  for  forest  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal 

4  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be 

5  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or  Puerto 

6  Rico  as  was  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 

7  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico  from  funds  authorized  under  this 

8  subsection  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 

9  30,  1958:  Provided  further,  That  the  apportionment  hereto- 

10  fore  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  fiscal  year 

11  ending  June  30,  1959,  is  hereby  approved:  And  provided 

12  further,  That  any  State  may  transfer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser 

13  of  $500,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  amounts  apportioned  to 

14  such  State  under  section  1  hereof  to  augment  any  apportion- 

15  ment  made  to  such  State  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

16  or  improvement  of  forest  highways  pursuant  to  this  section; 

17  and  when  so  transferred  such  sums  may  be  expended  in  the 

18  same  manner  as  funds  authorized  by  this  section  for  such  pur- 

19  poses. 

20  (b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with 

21  the  appropriate  officers  of  each  State  containing  a  national 

22  forest,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Territory 

‘  ...  -  .  , 

23  of  Alaska,  shall  make  a  study  to  determine — 

24  (1)  the  forest  roads  of  primary  importance  to  a 


S.  3414 - 3 


14 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


State,  county,  or  community  which  are  within,  adjoin¬ 
ing,  or  adjacent  to  a  national  forest  and  have  not  been 
designated  as  forest  highways; 

(2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  construc¬ 
tion  of  all  forest  highways; 

(3)  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  and  for  each  of  the  nine  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  years  to  survey,  construct,  reconstruct, 
and  maintain  (A)  forest  highways,  and  (B)  roads 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  such 
roads  were  forest  highways;  and 

(4)  the  method  by  which  the  amounts  determined 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  should  be 
apportioned  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the  results  of  such 
study  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  1,  1960. 

SEC.  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  Parks,  etc. — For  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other 
areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including 
areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 
monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
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1  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 

2  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

3  priated  the  sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

4  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

5  June  30,  1961. 

6  (b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

7  and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con- 

8  gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 

9  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 

10  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 

11  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

12  (c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the 

13  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  Indian 

14  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  pro- 

15  vide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under 

16  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat. 

17  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

18  sum  of  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1960, 

19  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961: 

20  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 

21  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 

22  of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and 

23  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision 

24  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
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1  SEC.  5.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS. 

2  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 

3  10  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  ( 64  Stat.  785), 

4  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey, 

5  construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads 

6  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non- 

7  taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  sum 

8  of  $ 4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 

9  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

10  SEC.  6.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS, 

11  ETC. 

12  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways,  forest 

13  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  park- 

14  ways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be 

15  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date  not 

16  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
FI  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required: 
18  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two 

years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
26  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged  with 

21  the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  authority 

22  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  con- 

23  tracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing  so 

24  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 

25  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 
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funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways, 
Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums 
authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since 
and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  pay¬ 
ment  of  final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization 
shall  be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations 
and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations 
for  Interstate  System. — Section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 
purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  im¬ 
provement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the 
Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban 
areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorization 
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heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30, 1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1962,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  additional  sum  of  $1,500 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1968,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $1,025,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1969.” 

(h)  Apportionments. — Any  portion  of  this  additional 
sum  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  that  has  not  been  apportioned  heretofore  shall  be 
apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING 
THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System 
in  each  State,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  7, 


19 


1  1958,  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  provi- 

2  sions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956 

3  (70  Stat.  374),  and  published  as  House  Document  Num- 

4  bered  300,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby 

5  approved  as  the  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  of  the 

6  funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year 

7  ending  June  30,  1960. 

8  Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal-Aid  Highway 

9  Funds  for  Fiscal  Years  1959  and  1960. — Notwith- 

10  standing  the  provisions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the  Act  ap- 

11  proved  June  29, 1956  (70  Stat.  374),  the  Secretary  of  Com- 

12  merce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among  the  sev- 

13  eral  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  all  of  the  funds 

14  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Inter¬ 
im  state  System  and  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 

16  highway  systems,  including  extensions  thereof  within  urban 

17  areas. 

18  Sec.  10.  The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of 

19  section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved  November 

20  gt  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 

21  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  Uplus  the  United 

22  States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  materials  which 

23  have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or 

24  reconstruction  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and  specifications 

25  Sec.  11.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  111  of  the 
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1  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read 

2  as  follows: 

3  “(a)  Availability  of  Federal  Funds  for  Re- 

4  imbursement  TO  States. — Whenever  a  State  under  State 

5  law  is  required  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  re- 

6  location  of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of 

7  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  Federal 

8  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in  the 

9  same  proportion  as  F ederal  funds  are  expended  on  the  project 

10  not  to  exceed  70  per  centum  of  such  cost  which  the  State  is 

11  obligated  to  pay:  Provided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 

12  be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  him  shall  have  been 

13  presented  to  the  Secretary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the 

14  State  has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds.” 

15  (b)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  Federal¬ 
ly  aid  highway  projects  covered  by  formal  project  agreements 
H  executed  by  the  Secretary  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment 

18  of  this  Act. 

19  Sec.  12.  The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70 

20  Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renumbering  section  122  as  sec- 

21  tion  123  and  inserting  a  new  section  122,  as  follows: 

22  “SEC.  122.  AREAS  ADJACENT  TO  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

23  “(d)  National  Policy . — To  promote  the  safety,  con- 

24  venience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of 

25  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in 
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1  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways, 

2  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 

3  and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  improve 

4  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the 

5  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  dis- 

6  plays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby 

7  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the  erection  and  main- 

8  tenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 

9  within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 

10  way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions 

11  of  the  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with 

12  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the 

13  Secretary,  which  shall  provide  for: 

14  “(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that 

15  are  required  or  authorized  by  law. 

16  “(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property 

17  upon  which  they  are  located. 

18  “(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  five  hundred  square  inches 

19  advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a  location  within 

20  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

21  “(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  author- 

22  ization  in  State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 

23  policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 

24  information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 
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“(b)  Agreements. — The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
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authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  ( including  such  supplementary  agreements  as  may 
he  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy  set  forth  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  include 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  adver¬ 
tising  devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (a)  and  may  include,  among 
other  things,  provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 
prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  develop¬ 
ment  of  viewpoints  for  scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible 
to  the  public  without  charge,  and  the  erection  of  markers, 
signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas  in  appreciation 
of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Any  such  agreement  may, 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for  excluding  from 
application  of  the  national  standards  segments  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  which  traverse  incorporated,  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  is  subject  to  municipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which 
traverse  other  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly  established 
by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial,  or  which  are  built 
on  rights-of-ivay  wholly  acquired  before  July  1,  1956. 

“ (c)  Federal  Share. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
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1  of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 

2  Stat.  838),  if  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has 

3  been  entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July  1,  1961, 

4  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 

5  Interstate  System  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds 

6  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this  Act,  to 

7  which  the  national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be 

8  increased  by  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 

9  thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost  that  may  be  in- 

10  curred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agreement:  Provided,  That 

11  the  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder 

12  shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations  from  moneys  in  the 

13  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such  appropria- 

14  tions  are  hereby  authorized. 

15  “(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System 

16  is  located  upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reserva- 

17  tions  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 

18  make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into  such  agreements 

19  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reser- 

20  nations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 

21  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any  such 

22  agency  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully 

23  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

24  “(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or 

25  condemnation  the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising 
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in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the 
Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of  implementing  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  he  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and  Federal 
funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
cost:  Provided,  That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which 
does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way 
for  such  project.” 

SEC.  13.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS:  EFFEC¬ 
TIVE  DATE. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable  hereto. 
All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  .  This  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  14.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  uFederal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1958”. 


March  22,  1958 
Reported  with  an  amendment 
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JCTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Yarborough  criticized  the  proposal  to  raise  the  i 
te\est  rates  on  REA  loans,  and  urged  the  President  to  ’’withdraw  his  an 
proposals  to  raise  REA  interest  rates."  p.  4528 

Seb.  Humphrey  inserted  a  local  REA  coop  resolution  opposing  any 
in  interest  rates  on  REA  loans,  p.  4497 


unced 


crease 


13.  ROADS.  Began  debate  on  S.  3414,  authorizing  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  including  Forest  Service  highways,  and  roads  and 
trails,  (pp.  4525-27,  4537-45,  4546-48)  This  bill  had  been  reported  during 
Senate  recess  Mar.  22  (S.  Rept.  1407).  (p.  4493) 

Sen.  Case  submitted  an  amendment  which  he  intends  to  propose  to  the  bill 
which  will  "enable  persons  in  rural  areas  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
lo^atlcs  of  a  highway  on  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  High¬ 
ways  to  register  their  protests  over  the  proposed  location."  (p.  4537) 


14.  PUBLIC  LANDS.  Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen.  Humphrey  to  ^reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  Senate  passed  S.  1538,  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  U.  S»  over  land  in  the  several  States 
used  for  Federal  purposes'*,  The  House  was  requestgo  to  return  the  bill  to  the 
Senate,  pp.  4563-64 


discusse  f and  inserted  material  on  cur- 
517-18,  4531*  4534-35,  4554-62 


15.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Several 

rent  economic  conditions,  pp 

16.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Smith,  N.  j\.  inserted  the  testimony  of  Secretary  of 

State  Dulles  on  Mar.  24,  1958,  befdre  tber  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
in  support  of  the  mutual  security  pi^jgr^rn.  pp.  4519-21 

17.  AGRICULTURE  HALL  OF  FAME.  Sen.  Carlso6\Lnserted  a  newspaper  editorial  in  sup¬ 

port  of  naming  the  proposed  Hall  of/Fam^\for  Agriculture  after  the  late  Sen. 
Arthur  Capper,  pp.  4531-32 

18.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insul4r  Affairs  Committee  reported,  with  amendment, 

S.  1748,  to  add  certain  lands  t/o  the  Caribou  \nd  Targhee  National  Forests, 

Ida.  and  Wyo.  (S.  Rept.  1408/.  p.  4500 

Sen.  Thurmond  inserted  a  Resolution  of  the  S.\C.  Legislature  urging  a 
program  to  aid  landowners  to  grow  hardwootfe  as  well  as  pine  trees  under  the 
conservation  reserve  and  other  programs,  pp.  4495- 

19.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  resolutions  by  two  Farmers*  Union 

locals  and  two  creamejn.es,  opposing  the  announced  reduction  of  dairy  price 
supports,  pp.  4496-; 

Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Bertha,  Minn.,  Commercial 
Club  opposing  the /announced  reduction  of  dairy  price  supports,  p.  4497 

Sen.  Proxmire /criticized  the  announced  reduction  in  dairy\price  supports 
and  stated  that/milk  today  is  worth  only  777.  of  what  it  was  £lve  years  ago. 
pp,  4536-7 

20.  FARM  PROGRAM/  Sen.  Proxmire  urged  the  President  to  sign  the  resolution  to 

freeze  pri/e  supports  and  acreage  allotments,  and  stated  that  a  veto  would 
cause  unemployment  in  the  economy,  p.  4537  \ 

Sen. /Humphrey  inserted  a  Currie,  Minn.,  Farmers’  Union  resolution  urging 
full  p/rity  farm  prices  as  a  contribution  to  bolstering  the  economy, 
p.  4^98 

m.  Carlson  inserted  the  resolutions  of  the  Farmers  Union  Jobbin g  AssVn 
endorsing  the  value  of  agricultural  research,  supporting  farmer  cooperatives, 
id  supporting  the  acreage  allotment  and  price  support  freeze  measure, 
jp.  4499-4500 


1.  GIVI] 


21.  'CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Sen.  Johnston  criticized  the  present  civil  defense  program, 

urged  the  dispersal  of  Government  agencies  away  from  Washington  and  expanded^ 
civil  defense  program,  pp.  4513-14 


22. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


RE  CL  AM  AT  I< 


Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Kuchel  stating  that  "tl 
ject  is  a  truly  magnificent  example  of  Federal  reclamal  '  and 
article  describing  the  earnings  of  this  project,  p\  1 04-5 

Rep.  Ullm&n  inserted  an  editorial  pointing  out  that  construct:  E  multi¬ 
purpose  projects  would  be  a  most  effective  weapon  against  the  ret  ?n, 

p.  A2751 


Valley  pr 
inserting 


23.  PUBLIC  WORKS. 


nowland  inserted  his  statement  outlinin; 


which  had  been  taken\by  the  administration  and/or  the 
celeration  of  economic  recovery,  pp.  A2708-10 


24.  LANDS.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  2  editorials  in  favor  of' his  bill  S.  3051,  to 
govern  the  disposal  of  tinberlands  of  the  Klamath  Indian  Reservation,  pp, 
A2710-1,  A2715  \ 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Porter  inserting  'letter  written  by  him  to 
the  editor  and  an  editorial  written  by  Sen.  Neube  jer  commenting  on  the  Al 
Sarena  case.  pp.  A2736-7 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Minshall  commending  Interior  Secretary  Seaton, 
p.  A2751 


some  of  the  steps 
toward  the  ac- 


25.  WILDLIFE.  Sen.  O'Mahoney  inserted  a  p\ize^winning  essay  on  National  Wildlife 
Week.  pp.  A2711-2 


26.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of /Senis^ Thurmond  stating  that  "agriculture 
is  a  career  that  presents  an  unusual /challenge  requiring  skills  which  combine 
science  and  business,"  and  inserting  an  article,  "Farming  Is  Changing--Not 
Fading."  p.  A2712  / 

Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Michel  during  debate  on  S.  J.  Res.  162,  the 
measure  to  freeze  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments,  p,  A2720 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep/.  Cooley  urging  the  'President  to  approve  S.  J. 
Res.  162,  and  stating  that  "A. t  is  beyond  all  under standing  that  the  President 
would  veto  Senate  Joint  Resolution  162  and  endorse  tne  actions  of  his  Secre¬ 
tary  to  reduce  again  the  Already  depressed  conditions  of  farm  families..." 
pp.  A2722-3  / 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  inserted  an  article  opposing  the  pro'posed  price  support 
and  acreage  allotment''  freeze,  p.  A2757 


27.  FORESTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Thurmond  stating  that  "one  of  the 

greatest  of  our  natural  resources  is  our  forests,"  and  inserting  an  editorial 
commending  the  forest  conservation  program  in  S.  C.  pp.  A2714-5 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Mack  stating  that  "the  present  heaVy  imports 
of  Japanese  plywood  are  depriving  about  8,000  Pacific  Northwest  and'eouthem 
plywood  plant  workers  and  the  loggers  who  supply  them  raw  materials  At  em¬ 
ployment./  pp.  A2729-30 

Rep.  /an  Pelt  inserted  a  statement  compiled  by  the  American  Paper  anchPulp 
Ass' n  opposing  S.  3372,  to  provide  assistance  for  the  construction  of  a  p*ni- 
plant/experiemental  newsprint  mill  in  northern  Wis.  pp,  A2761-3 

28.  TEXTILES.  Various  insertions  describing  the  effects  of  imports  on  the  textile 

industry,  pp.  A2724-5,  A2725-6,  A2739-40 
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directly  affect  my  State,  but  I  believe  it 
is  necbs§ary  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  aha^ndment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment  to  fteNproposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  third  reS'di^ig  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  11036ivwas  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  was  read  ckg  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  "Without 
objection,  S.  3406  is  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

Mr.  JAVITS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  unfinished  business  be 
temporarily  laid  aside  and  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1432,  S.  3414,  a  bill  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
|  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3414)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  approved  June  29, 
1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
line  with  the  agreement  made  by  the 
leadership,  I  wonder  if  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  York  will  yield  so  that 
I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
with  the  understanding  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  will  not  lose  his  right 
to  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
\  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mans¬ 
field]  ? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  3414) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  approved  June  29, 1956, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continu¬ 
ing  the  construction  of  highways,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  with  an  amendment,  to  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 
Sec.  1.  Federal-aid  highways. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  appropriations: 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
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appropriated  the  sum  of  $900  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the 
sum  of  $900  million  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  au¬ 
thorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  Forty-five  percent  for  projects  on 
j  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system. 

(B)  Thirty  percent  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system. 

(C)  Twenty-five  percent  for  projects  on 
extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban 
areas. 

(2)  Apportionments:  The  sums  authorized 
"by  this  section  shall  be  apportioned  among 
the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  pro¬ 
vided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December 
20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  Availability  for  expenditure:  Any 
sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  2  years  after  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  au¬ 
thorized,  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned 
remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such 
period  shall  lapse :  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a 
sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  herein 
and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State  is 
covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  for  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvements  of  specific  pro¬ 
jects  as  provided  in  this  act  and  prior  acts: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those 
sums  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  ap¬ 
portioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 
Secretary  of  Conlmerce  may,  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  any  State,  discharge  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications, 
estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design, 
inspect ion.  and  construction  of  such  second¬ 
ary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  ap¬ 
proving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State 
highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  pro¬ 
jects  are  In  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  pro¬ 
jects  in  this  category  approved  by  him: 
Provided  further,  That  such  approval  shall 
not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950:  And  provided  further, 
That  nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing  pro¬ 
visos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State 
of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative 
to  maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  of  his  obligation  with  respect 
to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or 
the  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a 
final  inspection  after  construction  of  each 
project,  and  to  require  an  adequate  show¬ 
ing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  released 
by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by 
modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement 
shall  be  credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds, 
primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  previously  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Additional  authorization  of  ap¬ 
propriation  of  Federal-aid  primary,  secon¬ 
dary,  and  urban  funds:  For  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355),  and  all  acts  amendatory  thereof 
and  supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  $400  million  in 
addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  authorized 
for  such  fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  au¬ 
thorized  shall  be  apportioned :  (A)  45  percent 
for  projects  on  Federal-aid  primary  high¬ 
way  system,  (B)  30  percent  for  projects  on 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system, 
(C)  25  percent  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas  among  the 


several  States  immediately  upon  enactment 
of  this  act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58 
Stat.  838). 

(b)  The  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  in  section  2  (a)  herein  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  pursuant  to  con¬ 
tracts  awarded  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  which 
shall  provide  for  completion  of  construction 
prior  to  December  1,  1959.  Any  amounts 
apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of 
this  section  remaining  unexpended  as  above 
provided  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse. 

(c)  The  sums  apportioned  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for 
projects  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  systems,  including  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas,  without 
limitation  as  to.  the  percentage  to  be  utilized 
on  any  system. 

(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  any  project  provided  for  by  funds  made 
available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  70  percent  of  the 
total  cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  con¬ 
taining  unappropriated  and  unreserved  pub¬ 
lic  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  in¬ 
dividual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  percent  of 
the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  per¬ 
centage  of  the  remaining  30  percent  of  such 
cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of 
such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area: 
Provided,  That  such  Federal  share  payable 
on  any  project  in  -any  State  shall  not  exceed 
95  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  such  project. 

(e)  Authorization  of  appropriation  for  in¬ 
creasing  Federal  share:  For  the  purpose  of 
assisting  any  State  in  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  for  State  funds  to  match  any  sums 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $115 
million,  which  sum  may  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  upon  request  of  any 
State  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  any  project  provided  for  by 
funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section:  Provided,  That  the  amount 
of  such  increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall 
not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of 
the  cost  of  such  project. 

(f)  Reimbursement:  The  total  amount  of 
such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are 
made  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  above,  shall 
be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Government  by 
making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the 
amounts  expended  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system,  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  sceondary  highway  system  and  ex¬ 
tensions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas  in 
two  equal  amounts  from  the  amounts  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  for  expenditure  on  such 
highways  under  any  apportionment  of  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1961  and 
June  30,  1962. 

(g)  Contract  authority:  Approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on 
account  of  which  the  Federal  share  is  in¬ 
creased  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of 
such  increase  in  the  Federal  share,  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  when  so  obligated. 

(h)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent 
of  the  Congress  that  the  sum  authorized 
under  this  section  shall  be  supplementary 
to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  hereto¬ 
fore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on 
the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary  sys¬ 
tems,  including  extensions  of  these  systems 
within  urban  areas,  and  is  made  available 
for  the  purpose  of  immediate  acceleration  of 
the  rate  of  highway  construction  on  these 
systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 
with  funds  otherwise  authorized. 
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Sec.  3.  Forest  highways  and  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails. 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations:  For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum 
of  $36  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $34 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory 
public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a  place  con¬ 
venient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  rea¬ 
sonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons 
to  present  their  views  as  to  the  practica¬ 
bility  and  feasibility  of  such  construction 
or  reconstruction :  Provided  further.  That 
hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  highways 
and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
also  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  park¬ 
ing  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities :  Provided  further.  That  the 
same  percentage  of  the  amounts  authorized 
under  this  subsection  for  forest  highways 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be  apportioned 
for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or 
Puerto  Rico  as  was  apportioned  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico 
from  funds  authorized  under  this  subsection 
for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1958:  Provided  further.  That 
the  apportionment  heretofore  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  is  hereby  approved: 
And  provided  further,  That  any  State  may 
transfer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000 
or  5  percent  of  the  amounts  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  section  1  hereof  to 
augment  any  apportionment  made  to  such 
State  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or 
improvement  of  forest  highways  pursuant  to 
this  section:  and  when  so  transferred  such 
sums  may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner 
as  funds  authorized  by  this  section  for  such 
purposes. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  appropriate  officers  of  each 
State  containing  a  national  forest,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Alaska,  shall  made  a  study  to  deter¬ 
mine — 

(1)  The  forest  roads  qf  primary  impor¬ 
tance  to  a  State,  county,  or  community  which 
are  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a  na¬ 
tional  forest  and  have  not  been  designated 
as  forest  highways; 

(2)  The  amount  necessary  to  complete 
construction  of  all  forest  highways; 

(3)  The  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  for  each  of 
the  9  succeeding  fiscal  years  to  survey,  con¬ 
struct,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  (A)  forest 
highways,  and  (B)  roads  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  such  roads 
were  forest  highways;  and 

(4)  The  method  by  which  the  amounts 
determined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of 
this  subsection  should  be  apportioned  for 
expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the 
results  of  such  study  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1960. 

Sec.  4.  Roads  and  trails  in  national  parks,  etc. 

(a)  National  parks,  etc:  For  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of 
roads  and  trails.  Inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to 
be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 


ments,  and  national  park  and  monument 
approach  roads  authorized  by  the  act  of 
January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053) ,  as  amended, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $20  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways:  For  the  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  and  improvement  of  parkways, 
authorized  by  acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $16  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  reservations  and  lands:  For  the 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges 
and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to 
Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  approved  May  26, 
1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12  million 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  con¬ 
structed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction 
shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  5.  Public  lands  highways 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785) ,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the)  sur¬ 
vey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropri¬ 
ated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable 
Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations 
the  sum  of  $4  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

Sec.  6.  Special  provisions  for  Federal  domain 
roads,  etc. 

Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest 
highways,  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  In¬ 
dian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall 
be  available  for  contract  upon  apportion¬ 
ment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  1  year 
preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment 
is  required:  Provided,  That  any  amount  re¬ 
maining  unexpended  2  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall 
lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department 
charged  with  the  administration  of  such 
funds  is  hereby  granted  authority  to  incur 
obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his 
action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a  contrac¬ 
tual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and 
such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
expended  when  so  obligated.  Any  funds 
heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized  for 
any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public 
lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year 
and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and  includ¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  re¬ 
leased  by  payment  of  final  voucher  or  modi¬ 
fication  of  project  authorization  shall  be 
credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  au¬ 
thorizations  and  be  immediately  available  for 
expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (^)  Authorization  of  appropria¬ 
tions  for  interstate  system:  Section  108  (b) 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70 
Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“(b)  Authorization  of  appropriations:  For 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of 


necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  including  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  additional  sum  of  $1  billion  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  which 
sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  the  additional 
sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  the 
additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966,  the  additional 
sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1968,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $1,025.- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1969.” 

(b)  Apportionments:  Any  portion  of  this 
additional  sum  herein  authorized  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  that  has  not 
been  apportioned  heretofore  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this 
act. 

Sec.  8.  Approval  of  estimate  of  cost  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  Interstate  System. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  in  each  State,  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  on  January  7,  1958,  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  act  approved 
June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374) ,  and  published  as 
House  Document  No.  300,  85th  Congress,  sec¬ 
ond  session,  is  hereby  approved  as  the  basis 
for  making  the  apportionment  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960. 

Sec.  9.  Appointment  of  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  funds  for  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960:  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  209 
(g)  of  the  act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70 
Stat.  374) ,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among  the 
several  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law, 
all  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years 
1959  and  1960,  for  the  Interstate  System  and 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems,  including  extensions  thereof 
within  urban  areas. 

Sec.  10.  The  first  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph  of  section  13  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act,  approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
212),  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  pe¬ 
riod  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “plus 
the  United  States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value 
of  the  materials  which  have  been  stockpiled 
in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or  re¬ 
construction  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and 
specifications.” 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  111 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(a)  Availability  of  Federal  funds  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States:  Whenever  a  State 
under  State  law  is  required  to  pay  for  all  or 
any  part  of  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of 
a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Systems,  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  pro¬ 
portion  as  Federal  funds  are  expended  on 
the  project  not  to  exceed  70  percent  of  such 
cost  which  the  State  is  obligated  to  pay: 
Provided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be 
made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  him 
shall  have  been  presented  to  the  Secretary 
substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State  has 
paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds.” 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


(b)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  Federal-aid  highway  projects  cov¬ 
ered  by  formal  project  agreements  executed 
by  the  Secretary  subsequent  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  act. 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renum¬ 
bering  section  122  as  section  123  and  insert¬ 
ing  a  new  section  122,  as  follows : 

“Sec.  122.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System. 

“(a)  National  policy:  To  promote  the 
safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  public 
travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment 
in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in 
the  public  Interest  to  encourage  and  assist 
the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  im¬ 
prove  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 
by  controlling  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  and 
devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  signs,  displays,  or  devices  within  660 
feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and 
visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  por¬ 
tions  of  the  Interstate  System  should  be  reg¬ 
ulated,  consistent  with  national  standards 
to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  which  shall  provide  for: 

“(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

"(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

“(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches  advertising  activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give  in¬ 
formation  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements:  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  State  highway  departments  (includ¬ 
ing  such  supplementary  agreements  as  may 
be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
with  respect  to  the  Interstate  System  with¬ 
in  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall 
include  provisions  for  regulation  and  control 
of  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  adver¬ 
tising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising 
devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards 
established  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a) 
and  may  include,  among  other  things,  pro¬ 
visions  for  preservation  of  natural  beau¬ 
ty,  prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  re¬ 
forestation,  development  of  viewpoints  for 
scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the 
public  without  charge,  and  the  erection  of 
markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development 
of  areas  in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical 
significance.  Any  such  agreement  may,  with¬ 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  consistent  with  the  national  policy, 
provide  for  excluding  from  application  of 
the  national  standards  segments  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  which  traverse  incorporated 
municipalities  wherein  the  use  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is 
subject  to  municipal  regulation  or  control, 
or  which  traverse  other  areas  where  the  land 
use  is  clearly  established  by  State  law  as 
industrial  or  commercial,  or  which  are  built 
on  rights-of-way  wholly  acquired  before  July 
1,  1956. 

“(c)  Federal  share:  Notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  if  an 
agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been 
entered  into  with  any  State  pricpr  to  July 
1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  ac¬ 
count  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section 


108  of  this  act,  to  which  the  national  policy 
and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased 
by  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost 
that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  agreement:  Provided,  That  the  increase 
in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  here¬ 
under  shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations 
from  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  which  such  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized. 

“(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  located  upon  or  adjacent 
to  any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into 
such  agreements  with  the  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reservations 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  and  any  such  agency  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connec¬ 
tion. 

"(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by 
purchase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  ad¬ 
vertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area 
adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project 
on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of 
Implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such 
acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Fed¬ 
eral  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost:  Provided, 
That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such 
project.” 

Sec.  13.  Relationship  of  this  act  to  other  acts: 
effective  date. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to,  not  inconsistent  with  this  act,  shall  re¬ 
main  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  ap¬ 
plicable  hereto.  All  acts  or  parts  of  acts 
in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

Sec.  14.  Short  title. 

This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958.” 
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?SSAGE  from  the  house 

A  ifiessage  from  the  House  of  Repre-^ 
sensitives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  communicated  to  the 
senate  the  intelligence  of  the  death  of 
Ion.  George  S.  Long,  late  a  Representa¬ 
tive  from  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and 
transmitted  the  resolutions  of  the  House 
thereon. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTION  SIGNED 

The  message  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills  and  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  and  they  were  signed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  pro  tempore : 

S.  1984.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  transfer 
of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  Building  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  Smithsonian 
Institution  to  house  certain  art  collections 
of  the  Smithsonian  Institution; 

S.  J.  Res.  162.  Joint  resolution  to  stay  tem¬ 
porarily  any  reduction  in  support  prices  or 
acreage  allotments;  and 

H.  R.  11085.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office  Departments 
and  the  Tax  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


DEATH  OF  REPRESENTATI 
GEORGE  S.  LONG,  OF  LOUISIAN/ 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President  I 
ask  the  Chair  to  lay  before  the^ Sen¬ 
ate  resolutions  coming  over  f^om  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  resolutions  of  the 
House  of  Representatives/  which  were 
read,  as  follows : 

House  Resolutr&n  508 
In  the  House  of  Representatives,  U.  S., 

March  24,  1958. 

Resolved,  That  tha/House  has  heard  with 
profound  sorrow  of /tie  death  of  the  Honor¬ 
able  George  S.  Long,  a  Representative  from 
the  State  of  Louisiana. 

Resolved,  That  a  committee  of  eight 
Members  of  the  House,  with  such  Members 
of  the  Senator  as  may  be  joined,  be  appointed 
to  attend  the  funeral. 

Resolved!,  That  the  Sergeant  at  Arms  of 
the  House  be  authorized  and  directed  to 
take  sjsch  steps  as  may  be  necessary  for 
g  out  the  provisions  of  these  resolu¬ 
tion/  and  that  the  necessary  expenses  in 
ection  therewith  be  paid  out  of  the 
'ntingent  fund  of  the  House. 

Resolved,  That  the  Clerk  communicate 
these  resolutions  to  the  Senate  and  transmit 
a  copy  thereof  to  the  family  of  the  de- 
I  creased. 

Resolved,  That  as  a  further  mark  of  re- 
:  spect  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  weekend  the  final  chapter  in  an  in¬ 
spiring  story  of  triumph  over  adversity 
was  written  in  Washington  when  death 
claimed  the  Honorable  George  Shannon 
Long,  Representative  from  the  Eighth 
Congressional  District  of  Louisiana. 

As  he  lived,  George  Long  died — serv¬ 
ing  the  people  of  his  State. 

For  all  of  his  74  years,  George  Long 
waged  a  bitter  battle  with  adversity — 

I  yet,  this  very  battle  made  him  a  greater 
man — a  man  who  knew  the  hard  side  of 

Ilife,  a  man  who  knew  the  better  side, 
and  a  man  who  could  thus  appreciate 
the  problems  of  people. 

He  was  born  in  a  log  cabin  in  Tunica, 
La.,  September  11,  1883.  From  this 
humble  beginning,  George  Long  and  his 
rothers  and  sisters  reached  a  position 
one  of  the  best  known  and  influential 
families  in  Louisiana. 

the  four  Long  brothers,  all  rose  to 
prominence.  The  eldest  was  Julius 
Long,  Vow  a  retired  businessman  in 
Shreveport,  La.  The  youngest  was  Earl 
K.  Long.N^oday  the  Governor  of  Loui¬ 
siana.  Perhaps  best  known  of  all  his 
brothers  wasSHuey  P.  Long,  late  a  United 
States  Senatok  and  the  father  of  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

George  Long  was-.born  at  a  time  when 
a  man  made  himseliWhat  he  wanted  to 
be.  He  and  all  his '  brothers  decided 
that  they  wanted  to  improve  themselves. 
And  they  did.  It  was  the,  age-old  story 
of  Americana — the  poor  -country  boy 
seeking  his  way  in  life  and  finding  it. 

Yet,  as  George  Long  inched  himself 
forward,  he  did  so  with  a  humility  and 
genuine  concern  for  all  his  fellow  men 
that  earned  him  friends,  not  only  V  bis 
home  State,  but  in  other  sections  ofSthe 
United  States  as  well. 

For  example,  during  a  rather  length^ 
stay  in  Oklahoma,  in  1920,  he  was\ 
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electedvto  the  Oklahoma  State  Legisla¬ 
ture,  and  served  through  1922. 

George'  Long  was  a  man  of  many  tal¬ 
ents.  After  attending  the  public  schools 
in  Winn  Parish,  La.,  he  attended  Mount 
LeBanon  College,  and  later  taught  school 
in  Winn  Parish.\ 

George  LoNG’s  next  interest  was  den¬ 
tistry,  and  he  received  a  doctor  of  dental 
surgery  degree  in 's  1904.  He  was  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  bar  in ''Oklahoma  in  1923. 

George  Long  returned  to  Louisiana  in 
1936,  after ‘the  death  of  his  brother  Huey 
Long,  and  made  his  homg  in  Pineville, 
where  he  entered  business. 

He  was  elected  to  the  Confess  in  1952, 
and  was  serving  his  third  term  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  He  is  survived  by 
his  wife,  the  former  Jewell  Ty^on,  of 
Pineville. 

He  was  a  lifelong  member  ofVthe 
Baptist  Church,  and  was  a  past  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Pineville  Chamber  of 
merce.  In  addition,  he  was  a  32 
Mason,  a  Shriner,  and  a  member  of  the 
Kiwanis  Club  of  Pineville. 

The  life  of  George  Long — educator, 
dentist,  lawyer,  and  legislator — is  an  in¬ 
spiring  reminder  that  poverty  need  not 
close  the  door  to  achievement— that  hard 
work  and  an  abiding  desire  to  overcome 
adversity  can  bring  a  rich  and  reward¬ 
ing  life. 

Those  of  us  who  knew  George  Long 
and  now  miss  him  will  remember  him 
primarily  as  a  man  and  as  a  friend,  one 
who  could  and  did  pull  himself  up  from 
his  humble  origin  to  a  position  whereby 
he  could  serve  his  friends  and  neigh¬ 
bors— a  man  who  gave  to  the  people  of 
his  State  unstintingly  in  time  and  ef¬ 
fort — a  man  who  lived  and  proved  the 
old  axiom  that  God  helps  those  who  help 
themselves. 

Louisiana  will  miss  George  Long,  Mr. 
President — and  so  will  our  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  a  resolution  to 
the  desk,  and  ask  for  its  immediate  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  has  heard  with 
profound  sorrow  the  announcement  of  the 
death  of  Hon.  George  S.  Long,  late  a  Repre 
sentative  from  the  State  of  Louisiana. 

Resolved,  That  a  committee  of  two  Se. 
tors  be  appointed  by  the  Presiding  Offlc 
join  the  committee  appointed  on  the  part  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  attend  the 
funeral  of  the  deceased  Representative. 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary/communi¬ 
cate  these  resolutions  to  the  Ionise  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  transmit  a  qppy  thereof  to 
the  family  of  the  deceased.  / 

Resolved,  That,  as  a  further  mark  of  re 
spect  to  the  memory  of 
sentative,  the  Senate 
its  business  today,  tgke 
o’clock  a.  m.  tomorrow, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  280)  was  considered  by 
unanimous  consent,  and  unanimously 
agreedoo. 

T^fe  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Pursu- 
to  the  second  resolving  clause,  the 
^Cnair  appoints,  as  the  committee  to  at¬ 
tend  the  funeral  of  the  late  Representa¬ 


tive,  the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  and  the  junior  Senator 
ffom  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 


e  deceased  Repre- 
the  conclusion  of 
a  recess  until  11 


GOP  HIGH  INTEREST  RATES  FOR 
THE  REA 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
last  Tuesday,  March  18,  1958,  for  the 
second  time  in  30  days,  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Board  reduced  the  required  re¬ 
serves  of  its  member  banks,  thereby  re¬ 
leasing  a  potential  $3  billion  of  new 
funds  for  lending. 

A  Board  spokesman  called  this  action 
an  effort  to  create  credit  conditions  still 
more  favorable  to  recovery.  In  short, 
this  was  a  move  to  end  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  hard  money,  high  interest  rate  pol¬ 
icy,  which  is  largely  responsible  for  the 
serious  unemployment  and  business  re¬ 
cession  gripping  our  Nation  today. 
Surely,  all  of  us  can  now  see  the  folly 
and  error  of  this  high  interest  rate  pol¬ 
icy,  which  has  resulted  in  more  than  five 
million  men  and  women  without  work 
and  the  highest  cost  of  living  in  our 
history. 

Bu\  despite  the  critical  evidence 
how  the  high  interest  policy  has  hurt  odr 
economy,  this  administration  seemy  in¬ 
tent  on  raising  interest  rates  on/REA 
loans.  It  'is  clear  that  higher  RfCA  in¬ 
terest  rates  bould  only  mean  higher  rates 
for  electric  aftd  telephone  service  to  the 
farmers  and  rural  communities. 

Mr.  President\in  view  jot  this  reces¬ 
sion — in  view  of  the  fact  .that  REA  co-op 
loans  have  made  inon6y  for  the  tax¬ 
payers,  not  lost  it — I;4iow  strongly  urge 
that  President  Eisenhdwer  withdraw  his 
announced  proposals  to  raise  REA  inter¬ 
est  rates.  Deterrfhnatiori'pf  this  admin¬ 
istration  to  raise  REA  interest  rates  is 
like  a  stubborh  motorist  who  takes  the 
wrong  turn/and  finds  himself  going  in 
the  wrong  direction  on  a  one-way  street, 
yet  he  isAoo  bullheaded  to  admit  he  is 
driving/in  the  wrong  direction.  There 
are  plenty  of  places  where  there  is  room 
for  Jind  need  for  some  strong  determii 
tipri  .in  this  administration,  but  tl 
ania  to  raise  REA  interest  rates  is  nof 
of  those  places.  The  so-called  re¬ 
volving  fund  plan  is  a  plan  to  render 
the  REA  into  the  hands  of  the  private 
moneylenders.  It  is  an  effort  to  Ben- 
sonize  the  Rural  Electric  Cooperatives 
and  leave  them  captives  chained  to  a 
financial  plan  that  would  spell  their 
doom.  The  present  REA  financing  plan 
has  worked  and  should  be  retained  un¬ 
changed. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  turn  to  another 
subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  the  floor. 


TAX  CUT  NEEDED  TO  CURE 
RECESSION 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
10  days  ago  my  amendment  to  give  a  tax 
cut  to  all  Americans  was  temporarily 
lost.  I  said  then,  and  I  still  say,  that  a 
Federal  income-tax  reduction  in  the 
form  of  raising  income-tax  exemption 
from  $600  to  $800,  would  boost  business . 
to  the  extent  of  $3  billion  within  a  few 
months. 


I  would  like  to  respectfully  remind 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  thatj 
had  we  voted  through  the  tax  reduction 
to  all  Americans,  it  could  have  become 
effective  on  April  1,  and  we  would  have 
been  that  big  step  nearer  toward  cjnting 
unemployment  and  ending  recession. 
But  it  was  the  position  of  the  .adminis¬ 
tration  that  this  is  not  the  Jnme  for  a 
tax  cut;  that  we  should  waj*  and  see. 

With  more  than  5  mihfon  men  and 
women  out  of  work  and  j/ne  number  still 
climbing,  I  should  like  JCo  know  what  we 
are  waiting  for?  With  Small-business 
bankruptcies  at  an/alltime  high,  I  ask 
again,  what  are  wp  waiting  for?  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  we  have/waited  long  enough,  or 
too  long.  To  Sustain  my  point,  let  me 
refer  you,  Mr/President,  to  a  front-page 
.story  in  today’s  Washington  Post  and 
Times  Herald,  headed  “Government 
Economics  Now  See  No  Upturn  Before 
Late  ir/Year.”  The  lead  of  this  excel¬ 
lent  ^iJory,  by  Joseph  R.  Slevin,  reads  as 
follows: 

Government  economists  are  coming  to  the 
conclusion  that  business  activity  will  begin 
^to  turn  up  slowly  in  the  fourth  quarter  and 
not  before.  Some  of  the  gloomier  seers 
think  the  rise  may  not  begin  until  the  first 
quarter  of  next  year.  And  all  of  the  fore¬ 
casters  qualify  their  predictions  by  6aylng 
that  all  bets  are  off  if  there  is  no  tax  cut. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  will  have  the 
opportunity  again  soon  to  pass  the  tax 
reduction  for  all  Americans  that  I  am 
urging.  I  urge  that  when  this  matter 
comes  up  again,  that  we  have  immediate 
favorable  action  toward  ending  this  re¬ 
cession.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Washington  Post  story  I  referred  to 
earlier  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Government  Economists  Now  See  No 
Upturn  Before  Late  in  Year 
(By  Joseph  R.  Slevin) 

Government  economists  are  coming  to  the 
conclusion  that  business  activity  will  begin 
to  turn  up  slowly  In  the  fourth  quarter  and 
not  before.  Some  of  the  gloomier  seers  think 
the  rise  may  not  begin  until  the  first  quarter 
of  next  year.  And  all  the  forecasters  qualify 
their  predictions  by  saying  that  all  bets  are 
if  there  is  no  tax  cut. 

The  recession  now  has  gone  further  and 
is  expected  to  last  longer  than  any  of  the  top 
economists  anticipated  just  a  few  months 
ago. 

The  big.  unforeseen  trouble  has  been  a 
sharp  drop  in  automobile  sales.  Government 
economistsXexpected  the  automobile  manu¬ 
facturers  to 'have  a  good  year  and  they  are 
having  a  dismal  one. 

The  forecasts'of  a  fourth  quarter  rise  turn 
partly  upon  expectations  of  an  improvement 
in  automobile  activity  when  the  1959  models 
appear  In  dealer  showrooms.  If  consumers 
cold-shoulder  Detroit,  for  the  rest  of  this 
year,  the  economists  says  prospects  of  an 
upturn  are  very  dim  indeed. 

The  trouble  that  the  experts  have  when 
they  look  for  a  turning  point  is  that  no  one 
seems  to  be  able  to  find  a-.,set  of  buying 
demands  that  will  be  strong  enough  to  kick 
off  a  vigorous  upsurge.  That\  why  they 
all  look  for  a  slow  rise  when  thp  advance 
begins. 

State  and  local  government  spending  for 
schools,  hospitals,  roads,  and  other  facilities 
is  expected  to  continue  to  climb  slowlyX  So 
is  Federal  spending.  And  so,  with  any  luck, 
is  home  building.  Consumer  spendir 
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But  tfVjs  is  only  part  of  the  story. 
Farmers’  \ists  last  month  had  risens  to 
the  highesOcoint  in  all  history.  Conse¬ 
quently,  today’s  dollar  buys  far  less  than 
it  did  in  1953. 

The  thing  that  is  important  to  the 
farmer,  Mr.  President,  is  how  much  his 
milk  will  buy.  The  combination  of 
sharply  reduced  pnhe  for  milk  and  the 
sharply  increased  cospof  farm  operations 
means  that  100  pounds  of  milk  at  Mr. 
Benson’s  reduced  prices  Vill  buy  only  77 
percent  as  much  as  it  wVuld  when  he 
took  office. 

This  is  a  shocking  cut  in  the  farmer’s 
purchasing  power — a  slash  of  \3  percent 
in  his  buying  power  in  5  years’ lime. 

I  have  a  table  showing  the  extent  of 
the  various  price  changes  for  dairjrprod- 
ucts  that  have  been  made  since  1952  by 
Secretary  Benson.  I  ask  unanimous  cc 
sent  that  this  table  be  printed  at  tlii 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Changes  in  support  level  and  purchase  prices 
for  dairy  commodities,  1952-58 

[All  figures  are  supplied  by  U.  S.  Department  of 
Agriculture] 


Commodity 

Marketing  year 

1952 

1957 

1958 

Cheese  (pound) . . . . 

$0. 38M 

$0.35 

$0.  32^ 

Dried  milk  (pound): 

Spray . 

.17 

.16 

.14 

Roller _ _ _ _ 

.15 

.14 

.12 

Butter  (pound) . . . 

.07M 

,59K 

.67)3 

Support  objective,  manufactur¬ 
ing  milk  (hundredweight) . 

3. 85 

3. 25 

3. 03 

PRESIDENT  EISENHOWER’S  PROM¬ 
ISES  TO  FARMERS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  only 
8  days  remain  before  the  threatened  cut 
in  price  supports  for  dairy  commodities 
is  scheduled  to  take  effect. 

Congress  has  acted  to  avert  this  ca¬ 
lamity  to  our  farmers  and  to  our  na¬ 
tional  economy.  The  decision  now  rests 
with  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

I  wish  to  compliment  the  able  major¬ 
ity  leader  for  his  remarks  to  the  presi 
over  the  weakend  on  this  importaJ 
question.  In  my  opinion,  he  touchecj'on 
the  most  vital  aspect  of  this  matter  yfhen 
he  emphasized  that  the  further  reduc¬ 
tions  in  farm  prices  which  Secretary 
Benson  has  ordered  will  cause  additional 
unemployment. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  President  vetoes 
the  resolution  adopted  W  Congress  to 
suspend  further  cuts  in  .farm  prices,  he 
will,  in  effect,  slam  the  factory  gates 
against  more  worker/  in  American  in¬ 
dustry,  and  turn  additional  breadwin¬ 
ners  into  the  struts  to  join  the  ranks 
of  the  unemployj 

I  hope  the  President  will  consider  this 
consequences , of  his  action  as  he  weighs 
his  decision  o'n  this  resolution. 

I  hope  Ije  will  consider  also  the  prom¬ 
ises  he  has  made  to  the  farmers  of  this 
countryApromises  which,  unhappily,  he 
has  npver  kept.  After  5  years  of  stead¬ 
ily  declining  farm  prices — a  decline  of 
fanrh  prices  which  has  been  encouraged 
and  speeded  by  reductions  in  the  level  of 


price  supports — it  would  be  well  for  the 
President  to  give  belated  attention  to  his 
own  pledge  to  the  farmers  to  help  them 
to  achieve  higher  prices  and  higher  in¬ 
comes. 

I  call  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
to  what  Mr.  Eisenhower  promised  the 
farmers  5  years  ago.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  the  promises  made  by  Gen¬ 
eral  Eisenhower  to  the  farmers. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  quota¬ 
tions  from  General  Eisenhower’s  1952 
campaign  speeches  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Eisenhower’s  Promises  to  the  Farmers 

Following  are  the  major  specific  promises 
to  farmers  made  by  President  Eisenhower  in 
his  1952  election  campaign;  quoted  directly 
from  the  official  text  of  his  speech  at  the 
national  plowing  contest,  Hasson,  Minn., 
September  6,  1952: 

“And  here  and  now,  without  any  ‘ifs’  or 
‘buts,’  X  say  to  you  that  X  stand  behind — and 
the  Republican  Party  stands  behind — the 
rice-support  laws  now  on  the  books.  This 
includes  the  amendment  to  the  basic  Farm 
Acti  passed  by  votes  of  both  parties  in  Con¬ 
gress).  to  Continue  through  1954  the  price, 
supports  on  basic  commodities  at  90  perce 
of  parit* 
to  the  ftJ 

risk  he  isViow  taking. 

*‘I  lirmly\believe  that  agriculture/Is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  fkir,  full  share  of  the 
income  and  it\must  be  a  policy  of  Govern¬ 
ment  to  help\  agriculture  achieve  this 
goal.  *  *  *  A  nek  a  fair  share  is  not  merely 
90  percent  of  parity— but  full/parity. 

“We  must  find  sound  methods  of  obtaining 
greater  protection  \for  /our  diversified 
farms.  *  *  *  They  yi\l d/the  rich  variety  of 
meat,  milk,  eggs,  fruits/and  vegetables  that 
support  our  nutritiojifs  \ational  diet.  As 


amendment  to  the  pending  highway  bijn 
|  the  text  of  a  bill  I  have  previously  int 
duced,  entitled  “To  enable  person/  in 
;  rural  areas  adversely  affected  .1 mt  the 
]  proposed  location  of  a  highway  ,«6n  the 
National  System  of  Interstate/fnd  De¬ 
fense  Highways  to  register  their  protests 
over  the  proposed  location./ 

The  amendment  is  offered  in  response 
to  suggestions  made  to  me'  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Stockgrowers  Association.  That 
association  advised  mAthat  the  present 
law  seemingly  excludes  them,  since  it 
refers  only  to  towns  and  villages  which 


will  be  bypasse 
way  System  or 
The  amend 
merely  see 
in  the  cou: 
testify  th 


he  Interstate  High- 
11  be  bisected  by  it. 
nt,  which  is  very  simple, 
afford  the  people  who  live 
y  the  same  opportunities  to 
are  afforded  those  who  live 


in  tow»Si,'to  be  heard  on  the  locations  of 
sections'  hf  the  Interstate  Highway 
Syste/i-  It  will  enable  large  stockgrow- 
er§<jrr  farmers  to  have  ample  opportunity 
to,  'testify  relative  to  roads  which  are 
■fanned  to  go  by  or  through  their 
property. 

I  believe  there  will  be  little,  if  any, 
I  additional  cost  entailed  for  holding  the 
These  price  supports  are  only  fshr  « hparine-  inasmuch  as  nersons  livine-  in 
er  to  underwrite  the  exceptional  -  near,mgS’  masm^cn  as  persons  living  in 

r  \  rural  areas  can  be  invited  to  appear  be- 
]  fore  meeting  held  in  adjacent  villages  or 
ationai  j  towns,  and  there  to  present  the  matters 
which  concern  them. 


CONTROL  OF  BILLBOARDS  ON  THE 
INTERSTATE  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 
Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  on 


nonperishable  cropS  so  important  to  the 
diversified  farmerAcrops  such,  as  oats,  bar¬ 
ley,  rye,  and  soybeans — shoula  be  given  the 
same  protectl/i  as  available  to^the  major 
cash  crops, 

“The  Democrats  •  *  *  keep  saying,  "There 
is  no  way/of  protecting  perishables  except 
through  the  Brannan  plan.’  But  we  ctm  and 
will  fin/  a  sound  way  to  do  the  job  without 
indulging  in  the  moral  bankruptcy  of\the 
Brapnan  plan. 

give  you  this  positive  assurance:  nil 
^publican  Party  will  use  all  the  power  it’ 
legitimately  can  use  to  see  that  American 
farmers  obtain  their  full  share  of  the  income 
produced  by  a  stable,  prosperous  country.” 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President, 
these  were  the  solemn  promises  to  Amer¬ 
ican  farmers  made  by  the  Republican 
candidate  in  1952.  As  he  debates  with 
his  conscience  as  to  whether  to  sign  or 
veto  the  resolution  which  will  merely 
prevent  Secretary  Benson  from  making 
the  farmers’  situation  even  worse  in 
1958 — after  5  years  of  steady  worsening 
since  the  1952  campaign — I  earnestly 
hope  that  Mr.  Eisenhower  will  recall 
these  pledges,  and  that  he  will  sincerely 
ask  himself  whether  he  should  not,  at 
this  hour  of  desperate  emergency  for  our 
farm  families,  honor  the  spirit  at  least 
of  these  promises  by  signing  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  would  prevent  further  losses 
in  price  and  income  to  farm  people. 


Saturday  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
.  |  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 

provided  in  the  R</ublic^i  platform,  the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 

Chavez],  reported  to  the  Senate  the  new 
Federal  highway  bill,  S.  3414. 

I  wish  to  address  myself  in  particular 
to  the  portion  of  the  bill  which  pertains 
to  the  regulation  of  signboards  along  the 
Interstate  Highway  System. 

Mr.  President,  if- 1  am  not  mistaken, 
this  will  be  the  first  time  in  the  history 
of  the  United  States  that  the  United 
States  Senate  will  have  debated  the  en¬ 
tire  issue  of  whether  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  an  equity  in  protecting 
roadside  scenery  and  grandeur  along 
highways  which  qualify  for  very  great 
Federal  benefactions  in  the  form  of 
financial  support. 

For  the  information  of  Senators  who 
may  soon  have  to  vote  on  this  question,  I 
should  like  to  detail  10  brief,  but  im¬ 
portant  reasons  why  the  billboard-con¬ 
trol  incentive  provisions  proposed  by  the 
able  junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kttchel]  and  me,  and  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  should  re¬ 
main  in  the  excellent,  new  Federal-aid 
highway  bill  which  the  committee  has 
ordered  reported  to  the  Senate : 

First.  The  new  National  System  of  In¬ 
terstate  Highways  belongs  to  the  public 
and  the  motorists  who  travel  on  it,  and 
whose  taxes  pay  forvit,  and  not  to  any 
outdoor  advertising  companies. 

Second.  In  our  daily  lives,  there  is  all 
too  little  contact  with  America’s  natural 
setting  and  scenic  grandeur;  and  when 
people  do  get  out  of  the  cities,  the  coun¬ 
tryside  should  be  visible  to  them,  unin¬ 
terrupted  by  blatant  sales  appeals. 


NATIONAL  SYSTEM  OF  HIGHWAYS— 
AMENDMENT 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  offer  for  printing  as  an 
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Third.  This  bill  does  not  propose  any 
direct  Federal  action,  but  leaves  the 
choice  of  action  entirely  to  the  individual 
State  governments,  and  offers  assistance 
to  those  which  wish  to  act. 

Fourth.  The  interstate  highways  are 
90  percent  Federally  financed.  Is  it 
unreasonable  to  protect  this  vast  public 
investment  by  a  slight,  additional  offer  of 
financial  assistance  to  States  which  elect, 
under  their  own  State  laws,  to  safeguard 
roadside  scenery  along  these  new  high¬ 
ways? 

Fifth.  The  limited-access  nature  of 
these  new,  transcontinental  routes  has 
been  accepted  by  Congress  without  con¬ 
troversy,  although  this  has  denied  direct 
highway  frontage  to  roadside  businesses 
such  as  motels  and  restaurants.  Should 
a  special  exception  exist,  to  permit  only 
one  roadside  business — the  billboard 
business — to  have  the  privilege  of  direct 
access  to  travelers  on  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways? 

Sixth.  Signboard  and  other  roadside 
controls  can  be  obtained  easily  and  inex¬ 
pensively  now,  as  new  rights-of-way  are 
being  acquired  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  If  we  fail  to  safeguard  the  public 
interest  now,  we  shall  leave  an  impossible 
burden  to  those  who  would  wish  to  do 
later  what  we  left  undone,  after  a  bill¬ 
board  forest  has  sprung  up  along  the  new 
highway  network. 

Seventh.  Experience  with  billboard- 
free  routes  and  areas  does  not  indicate 
any  adverse  effect  on  local  establish¬ 
ments  which  cater  to  the  traveling  pub¬ 
lic  or  the  tourist  trade.  This  bill  makes 
reasonable  provisions  with  respect  to  in¬ 
formational  signs  to  advise  travelers  of 
such  facilities  located  off  the  highways. 

Eighth.  Roadside  protection  has  en¬ 
thusiastic  support  from  millions  of  per¬ 
sons  in  all  walks  of  life,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  only  of  those  who  have  a  direct  fi¬ 
nancial  stake  in  the  potential  signboards 
along  the  new  highways.  The  billboard 
industry  itself,  which  deliberately  mis¬ 
represents  this  measure  in  the  name  of 
States’  rights,  consistently  fights  against 
regulatory  measures  at  the  State  level. 
Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  the  present 
bill  would  assist  only  States  which  wish 
to  act. 

Ninth.  Outdoor  signs  are  effectively 
regulated  in  such  realms  of  outstanding 
scenic  grandeur  and  attraction  to 
tourists  as  Hawaii,  Alaska,  and  Switzer¬ 
land. 

Tenth.  The  proposal  in  the  present 
highway  bill  is  wholly  nonpartisan;  it 
was  drafted  and  urged  in  the  committee 
by  1  Republican  Senator  and  t  Demo¬ 
cratic  Senator  ;  at  least  8  other  Members 
of  Congress  of  both  parties  have  intro¬ 
duced  similar  proposed  legislation;  and 
such  action  has  been  urged  by  President 
Dwight  D.  Eisenhower,  Adlai  Stevenson, 
several  governors,  and  men  and  women 
of  both  parties  in  all  48  States. 

ANALYSIS  OF  SECTION  12 

Mr.  President,  in  these  10  brief  para¬ 
graphs  I  have  summarized  the  main  rea¬ 
sons  why  the  roadside-control  section 
should  remain  in  the  highway  bill.  At 
this  time  I  should  like  to  explain  in 
somewhat  more  detail  what  this  proposal 
is  and  how  it  would  meet  some  of  the 


questions  which  have  been  raised  about 
it. 

The  proposal  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  my¬ 
self,  as  further  amended  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  Senate  bill  3414,  the  overall 
highway  bill  reported  by  the  committee. 
So  that  Senators  may  have  before  them 
the  text  of  the  proposed  legislation  in 
question,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
section  12  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  section 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renumber¬ 
ing  section  122  as  section  123  and  inserting 
a  new  section  122,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  122.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System. 

“(a)  National  policy:  To  promote  the 
safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  publie 
travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  to  protect  the  public  investments 
in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways;  it  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  and 
assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and 
to  improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  sighs, 
displays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that  sys¬ 
tem.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de¬ 
vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate 
System  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with 
national  standards  to  be  prepared  and  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for: 

“(1)  Directional  or  other  officials  signs 
or  notices  that  are  required  or  authorized 
by  law.  < 

“(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

“(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches  advertising  activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point 
at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
,  traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements:  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  State  highway  departments  (including 
such  supplementary  agreements  as  may  be 
necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
with  respect  to  the  Interstate  System  within 
the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  include 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  advertising 
signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising  de¬ 
vices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  estab¬ 
lished  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  and 
may  include,  among  other  things,  provisions 
for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  preven¬ 
tion  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation, 
development  of  viewpoints  for  scenic  attrac¬ 
tions  that  are  accessivle  to  the  public  with¬ 
out  charge,  and  the  erection  of  markers,, 
signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
in  appreciation  of  site  of  historical  signifi¬ 
cance.  Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
consistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide 
for  excluding  from  application  of  the  na¬ 
tional  standards  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System  which  traverse  incorporated  munici¬ 
palities  wherein  the  use  of  real  property  ad¬ 


jacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject 
to  municipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which 
traverse  other  areas  where  the  land  use  is 
clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial 
or  commercial,  or  which  are  built  on  rights- 
of-way  wholly  acquired  before  July  1,  1956. 

“(c)  Federal  share:  Notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  if  an 
agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been 
entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July  1, 
1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  any  project  on  the  Interstate  System 
within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section 
108  of  this  act,  to  which  the  national  policy 
and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased 
by  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost 
that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  agreement:  Provided,  That  the  increase 
in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  here¬ 
under  shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations 
from  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  which  such  appropriations  are 
hereby  authorized. 

“(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  located  upon  or  adjacent  to 
any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into 
such  agreements  with  the  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reservations 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  and  any  such  agency  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this 
connection. 

“(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by 
purchase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  ad¬ 
vertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area 
adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project 
on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of 
implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such 
acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Fed¬ 
eral  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost:  Provided, 
That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such 
project.” 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
section  12  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  section 
122  to  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956,  the  act  under  which  the  new  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  Highways  is 
to  be  built. 

The  section  begins  by  declaring  that 
it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  and  im¬ 
prove  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  system,  particularly  with  respect 
to  control  of  signboards.  It  states  that 
outdoor  advertising  signs  within  660  feet 
of  the  edge  of  the  Interstate  System 
rights-of-way  “should  be  regulated,” 
consistent  with  certain  standards  which 
I  shall  discuss  in  a  moment. 

Note,  Mr.  President,  that  there  is  here 
no  suggestion  of  any  direct  Federal  pro¬ 
hibition,  control,  or  regulation  of  bill¬ 
boards  or  any  other  roadside  structures; 
there  is  only  a  declaration  that,  in  the 
public  interest,  there  should  be  regula¬ 
tion  and  that  therefore  it  would  be  in  the 
public  interest  to  assist  States  which 
wish  to  provide  such  regulation.  The 
choice  in  the  matter  is  left  wholly  to  the 
States.  I  wish  to  emphasize  that  point 
very  strongly. 

The  standards  to  be  prepared  and  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce — whose  Department  includes  the 
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Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  which  admin¬ 
isters  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Acts — 
will  expressly  recognize  that,  within  this 
process  of  regulation  under  this  act,  pro¬ 
visions  shall  be  made  for  certain  classes 
of  signs.  Besides,  first,  the  obvious  and 
essential  official  signs  to  direct  highway 
traffic,  these  include  three  other  classes 
of  signs  which  the  committee  thought 
should  be  provided  for  in  fairness  to 
landowners,  and  also  to  off-highway 
businesses  catering  specifically  to  travel¬ 
ers  in  the  particular  locality  or  area 
where  such  signs  are  erected.  These 
are,  second,  signs  advertising  the  sale  or 
lease  of  the  property  on  which  they  are 
located;  third,  signs,  not  larger  than  500 
square  inches,  advertising  activities  be¬ 
ing  conducted  at  a  location  within  12 
miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs 
are  located;  and,  fourth,  signs  erected 
or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization 
in  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with 
the  national  policy  and  standards  of  this 
section,  and  designed  to  give  information 
in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling 
public. 

Actually,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say 
at  this  point  that  I  think  that  as  a  result 
of  a  committee  amendment  which  was 
adopted  in  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  there  is  some  unnecessary 
overlap  between  the  third  and  fourth 
classes  of  permitted  signs.  In  our  sepa¬ 
rate  views  in  the  committee  report,  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  and  I  have  pointed  out  that  this 
particular  amendment  “will  confront  the 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
with  a  difficult  challenge  of  administra¬ 
tion.  We  regret  that  this  change  will 
add  to  the  burden  of  drafting  regulations 
and  standards  to  cover  an  additional 
class  of  signs  which  should  otherwise 
have  been  provided  for  within  the  fourth 
class  ,y 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Morton  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  very  happy 
to  yield  to  the  cosponsor  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  First,  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  say  that  I  have  been  perfectly 
delighted  to  work  on  a  nonpartisan 
basis  with  the  able  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  in  fashioning  what  I  feel  sure 
is  a  perfectly  reasonable,  logical  amend¬ 
ment  to  deal  with  the  subject  of  giving 
to  the  States  of  the  American  Union  an 
incentive  to  control  outdoor  advertising 
along  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

I  regret  that  the  text  of  our  amend¬ 
ment  was  altered  in  one  or  two  respects 
in  the  committee. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  able  Senator  from 
Oregon  a  question.  When  we  drafted 
our  amendment,  we  provided  in  the 
fourth  exception  as  follows ; 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant'  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

Is'  it  not  true  that  by  means  of  that 
language,  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 


I,  endeavored  to  indicate  a  congression¬ 
al  intent  that  the  States  have  the  right, 
under  their  own  constitutions  and  their 
own  State  laws,  to  lay  down  with  re¬ 
spect  to  those  signs  such  regulations  as 
the  States  themselves  might  find  neces¬ 
sary  in  the  public  interest — that  is  to 
say,  in  the  interest  of  the  traveling  pub¬ 
lic?  Second,  is  it  not  true  that  was  our 
specific  intention  in  drafting  subpara¬ 
graph  (4)  of  our  supplemental  views, 
which  have  been  printed  in  connection 
with  the  committee’s  report  on  this  bill? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  First,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  reciprocate  the 
very  kind  comments  of  the  Senator 
from  California  regarding  our  working 
together  in  drafting  this  amendment. 
It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  work  with  the 
Senator  from  California,  and  it  is  a  par¬ 
ticularly  gratifying  pleasure  when  we 
are  cooperating  in  a  cause  which  both 
of  us  regard  as  so  merited  and  worthy 
as  this  one. 

If  I  am  not  mistaken,  the  Senator 
from  California  was  formerly  an  official 
of  his  State,  as  I  was  formerly  an  official 
of  my  State. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  understand 
that  he  was  a  member  of  the  California 
Legislature  during  the  time  when  I  was 
a  member  of  the  Oregon  State  Legisla¬ 
ture.  So  it  is  interesting  to  know  that 
both  of  us  have  served  sister  States  on 
the  Pacific  coast,  in  official  capacities. 

In  our  discussions  of  highway  bill 
amendments  which  we  drafted  jointly, 
I  recall  very  distinctly  that  we  felt  great 
latitude  and  flexibility  should  be  allowed 
to  the  States. 

We  were  aware  that  regulation  of 
signboards  had  come  under  attack  as 
an  alleged  invasion  of  States’  rights ;  and 
I  use  the  word  “alleged”  advisedly. 
Again  I  am  going  to  ask  the  Senator  to 
check  me  on  this,  but  it  was  intended  that 
point  4  in  particular  would  lead  legis¬ 
latures  and  governors  and  highway 
commissions  of  every  State  to  devise 
regulations  which  would  provide  great 
flexibility  and  great  latitude,  so  that 
signs  which  would  assist  the  traveling- 
public  could  be  specified  in  all  those 
States 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  completely.  Is  it  not  true  that  by  the 
use  of  the  language  which  we  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  point  4  we  intended  to  make 
available  to  each  State  which  entered 
into  such  an  agreement  latitude  for  each 
State  to  determine  whether  it,  the  State 
government  itself,  would  erect  signs 
found  to  be  necessary  in  the  interest  of 
the  traveling  public,  or  whether  it  would 
authorize  private  individuals  to  do  that 
type  of  labor,  under  guidelines  which 
the  State  government  would  lay  down? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  In  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  California,  I  wish  to  re¬ 
iterate  what  I  said  just  a  few  moments 
before  he  and  I  began  our  discussion. 
I  said,  “The  choice  in  the  matter  is  left 
wholly  to  the  States.”  It  seems  to  me 
important  that  he  and  I  emphasize  this 
point  very  strongly.  Without  being 
provincial,  I  dare  say  the  Senator  from 
California  and  I,  have  the  privilege  of 
helping  represent  in  the  Senate  two  of 
the  most  beautiful  and  scenic  States  in 
the  Union. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Indeed,  we  do. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  We  would  not 
want  the  Federal  Government  to  intrude 
upon  the  rights  and  prerogatives  of  the 
officials  of  the  States  of  California  and 
Oregon  to  decide  just  how  the  scenic 
grandeur  of  those  two  great  Pacific  sea¬ 
board  States  should  be  protected.  What 
the  Senator  from  California  and  I  have 
done  is  submit  to  the  committee,  and 
now  to  the  Senate,  the  modus  operandi 
whereby  each  State  government  can 
cooperate  with  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  through  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  in  regulating  signboards  along 
the  highway  system  in  a  manner  speci¬ 
fied  by  the  State,  and  provided  only  that 
each  State  government  desires  to  do  so. 
I  do  not  think  we  can  stress  that  matter 
frequently  enough.  No  State  has  to 
engage  in  this  billboard  regulation  what¬ 
soever,  if  its  governor  or  State  legislature 
is  unwilling  to  do  so. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  com¬ 
pletely  correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  could  not  be 
more  of  a  voluntary  arrangement.  I  dare 
say,  without  having  knowledge  of  all  of 
our  Federal  statutes,  which  knowledge 
I  certainly  lack,  that  this  arrangement 
is  more  voluntary,  in  its  purely  coopera¬ 
tive  arrangement  between  the  States  and 
the  Federal  Government,  than  9  out  of 
10  arrangements  whereby  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States  work  to¬ 
gether  in  various  programs  which  the 
Federal  Government  finances  in  whole 
or  in  part.  Would  not  the  Senator  from 
California  say  that  is  a  reasonably  ac¬ 
curate  statement? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do,  and  I  think  every 
intention  in  which  we  indulged  was  to 
give  the  States  maximum  latitude  in  ap¬ 
plying  a  national  policy,  which,  as  the 
Senator  has  suggested,  has  been  en¬ 
dorsed  by  outstanding  citizens  from 
every  State  of  the  Union,  and  certainly 
from  both  political  parties. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  glad  the 
Senator  from  California  brought  out  that 
particular  point.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  issue  that  has  come  before  this 
session  of  Congress  which  is  more 
strictly  and  wholly  nonpartisan. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Those  who  testi¬ 
fied  in  behalf  of  the  general  policy  which 
the  Senator  from  California  and  I  are 
supporting  came  from  every  avenue  of 
life,  from  every  possible  stratum  of  so¬ 
ciety,  and  I  think  from  every  geograph¬ 
ical  region  of  our  Nation.  As  I  pointed 
out  earlier,  the  idea  of  billboard  regula¬ 
tion  has  been  supported  by  President 
Eisenhower,  and  only  2  days  ago  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  letter  from  the  leader  of  the 
political  party  of  which  I  am  a  member, 
the  illustrious  former  Governor  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Adlai  E.  Stevenson,  in  which  he 
took  generally  the  same  position.  I 
think  this  in  particular  represents  an 
effort  of  average  people  all  over  the 
United  States.  They  may  not  be  as  vocal 
as  what  is  known  euphemistically  as 
the  billboard  lobby,  but  I  daresay  9  out 
of  10  of  the  American  people  who  drive 
on  the  highways,  and  whose  taxes  pay 
for  the  highways,  want  to  be  able  to  look 
at  the  American  countryside,  whether  it 
be  in  California,  Oregon,  or  New  Hamp- 
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shire,  without  encountering  a  picket  of 
signboards  along  the  highways  which 
they  have  financed  and  paid  for. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  heartily  agree  with 
what  the  Senator  has  said.  I  thank  him 
for  developing  the  intention  of  those  who 
drafted  the  amendment  which  we  gladly 
offered  in  committee. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  believe  I  can  safely  say  that  if 
the  Senator  from  California  and  I  had 
not  been  able  to  get  together  success¬ 
fully  and  harmoniously,  on  a  nonparti¬ 
san  basis,  the  provision  before  the  Senate 
today  would  not  have  been  adopted  by 
the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  1 
think  the  Senator  from  California  de¬ 
serves  great  credit  for  modifying,  or  per¬ 
haps  altering  to  some  degree,  the  posi¬ 
tion  he  took  last  year.  I  think  it  is  al¬ 
ways  the  highest  caliber  of  statesman¬ 
ship  when  a  person  is  willing  to  take  a 
fresh  look  at  a  question  and  modify  his 
view.  I  hope  it  is,  because  I  changed 
my  views  with  respect  to  postal  rates, 
after  taking  a  fresh  look  and  sitting  in 
the  postal  rate  subcommittee.  So  I  sa¬ 
lute  him  for  the  openmindedness  with 
which  the  Senator  from  California  en¬ 
countered  this  whole  problem,  and  for 
the  leadership  he  has  demonstrated. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  very  much.  I  look  for¬ 
ward  to  vigorously  pressing  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  committee  adopted,  as 
we  enter  the  debate  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  will  be  a  great 
source  of  strength  to  have  the  Senator 
from  California  at  my  side,  because  he 
has  technical  knowledge  in  this  respect, 
from  a  legal  standpoint,  which  I  lack.  I 
want  to  say  to  him  that  as  we  get  into 
the  issue  I  shall  look  to  him  not  only 
for  assistance,  but  for  leadership  and 
guidance. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California. 

In  any  case,  the  point  is  that  the 
standards  of  regulation  to  be  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
under  this  bill  must  provide  for  certain 
types  of  signs,  consistent  with  those 
standards,  which  are  of  real  informative 
value  to  the  highway  traveler  specific¬ 
ally  in  the  general  area  where  he  is 
traveling.  What  the  States  may  do 
further  to  restrict  signs  under  their 
own  laws,  beyond  this  bill,  is  of  course 
wholly  their  own  affair.  As  I  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  point  out,  this  bill  does  not 
limit  State  freedom  of  action.  But  if 
State  law  authorizes  the  kinds  of  signs 
mentioned  in  the  third  and  fourth 
classes  of  subsection  (a) ,  the  standards 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  may  only 
contain  reasonable  regulation  of  them, 
not  total  prohibition. 

I  might  say  at  this  point,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  I  have  no  idea  what  standards 
the  Secretary  may  promulgate  as  to  the 
nature  and  shape  of  these  permissible 
signs,  their  frequency,  their  location, 
their  appearance  in  the  setting  in  which 
they  are  to  be  placed,  and  so  forth.  I 
know  that  the  professional  personnel  of 
various  State  highway  departments  have 
had  much  experience  along  these  lines 
which  no  doubt  will  enter  into  the  prep¬ 


aration  of  these  standards.  After  all, 
the  whole  program  is  entirely  dependent 
upon  its  acceptability  for  State  action  by 
a  meaningful  number  of  States.  I, only 
wish  to  emphasize,  both  to  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  effective  controls  and  to  those 
who  are  sincerely  concerned  about  a 
possibly  unjust  impact  of  this  bill,  that 
we  must  proceed  on  the  assumption  that 
those  charged  with  the  administration 
of  this  program  will  act  in  a  spirit  of 
wanting  it  make  it  work.  That  is  an 
essential  assumption  for  any  program, 
not  only  this  program,  and  it  is  an  ab¬ 
solute  sine  qua  non  for  one  like  this  that 
depends  on  the  free  and  voluntary  ac¬ 
tion  of  independent  States. 

AGREEMENTS  WITH  SEPARATE  'STATES 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  12  author¬ 
izes  the  agreements  between  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  the  highway  de¬ 
partments  of  those  States  wishing  to 
enter  into  such  agreements,  which  will 
spell  out  the  provisions  for  applying  the 
policy  standards  of  subsection  (a)  to  the 
Interstate  highways  within  each  par¬ 
ticular  State. 

Let  me  stress  that,  beyond  having  to 
meet  the  standards  of  billboard  regula¬ 
tion,  these  agreements  may  also  include 
provisions  for  affirmative  action  to  im¬ 
prove  the  appearance  of  the  roadsides. 
This  may  include  planting  of  trees  and 
shrubs,  general  landscaping,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  viewpoints  where  motorists 
may  leave  the  main  highway  surface  to 
enjoy  the  scenery,  roadside  rest  and 
picnic  areas,  historical  markers,  and  so 
forth.  I  believe  it  was  Gov.  Averell 
Harriman,  of  New  York,  who  recently 
pointed  out  that  in  building  these  new 
limited-access  interstate  roads,  largely 
on  new  rights-of-way,  the  Nation  has  a 
unique  opportunity  to  develop  many 
thousands  of  miles  of  parkways  across 
our  country — an  opportunity,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  will  not  be  available  to  the 
American  people  again  in  this  century. 
In  my  view,  this  goal  of  making  the  best 
possible  use  of  that  unique  opportunity 
can,  and  should  be,  one  of  the  most 
worthwhile  aspects  of  the  agreements 
contemplated  under  this  section. 

Mr.  President,  not  all  of  the  41,000 
miles  of  the  Interstate  System  will  cross 
open  country  or  attractive  populated 
areas.  Much  of  it  will  be  through  areas 
which  are  already  wholly  industrial  or 
commercial  in  character.  Many  miles 
will  traverse  incorporated  cities  with 
home  rule  and  their  own  zoning  codes 
and  land-use  regulations.  Some  of ,  it 
will  be  on  existing  rights-of-way,  in¬ 
corporating  stretches  of  highway  which 
already  approximated  the  construction 
standards  for  the  Interstate  System  when 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  was 
enacted.  To  show  the  fallacy  of  those 
who  believe  that  we  are  adopting  an  un¬ 
reasonable,  unrealistic,  purist  approach 
to  this  question  of  roadside  control,  let 
me  point  out  that  section  12  (b)  expressly 
recognizes  that  the  agreements  with  the 
States  may,  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  consistent 
with  the  public  policy  of  this  bill,  exclude 
any  such  segments  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  within  a  State. 

Again,  flexibility  for  reasonable  ad¬ 
ministration  has  been  the  keynote  of 
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drafting  this  provision,  to  which  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  in  par¬ 
ticular  has  devoted  much  time  and 
thought. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  again 
want  to  emphasize  the  great  contribution 
which  the  junior  Senator  from  California 
has  made  to  the  drafting  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  leaves  extreme  latitude  to 
the  States.  The  Senator  emphasized  to 
me  the  desirability  of  permitting  zones 
of  commercial  and  industrial  areas  con¬ 
tiguous  to  any  municipality  or  incor¬ 
porated  town.  After  we  discussed  the 
matter  thoroughly  with  our  respective 
staffs,  we  included  the  provision  in  the 
amendment  which  is  before  the  Senate. 
I  stress  that,  because  I  wish  to  show  that 
both  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  and  I  have  had  in  mind  over 
and  over  again  not  only  the  authority 
and  prerogatives  of  the  States,  but  the 
authority  and  prerogatives  of  municipali¬ 
ties  within  those  States,  where  industrial 
and  commercial  zones  are  located  which 
might  parallel  the  new  interstate  high¬ 
ways. 

The  powers  of  local  government  dif¬ 
fer  from  State  to  State.  Within  any 
given  State,  some  municipalities  may 
wish  to  use  their  powers  to  join  in  bring¬ 
ing  their  segments  of  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways  within  the  agreements,  others  may 
not.  The  discretion  of  the  Secretary  is 
surely  adequate  to  prevent  abuse  of  the 
possible  exclusions.  As  I  stated  earlier, 
since  the  agreements  are  wholly  volun¬ 
tary,  the  whole  proposal  is  drafted  on 
the  assumption  that  reasonable  men  are 
going  to  use  their  best  efforts  and  judg¬ 
ment  to  make  it  work.  On  this  assump¬ 
tion,  I  am  completely  confident  that  the 
plan  of  this  bill  can  and  will  work  eas¬ 
ily  and  well,  taking  full  account  of  local 
situations  peculiar  to  each  separate 
State. 

INCREASED  FEDERAL  SHARE  FOR  INTERSTATE 
HIGHWAYS  IN  PARTICIPATING  STATES 

Mr.  President,  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  provides  that  with  respect  to  the 
projects  on  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem  to  which  the  policy  standards  of 
this  bill  are  made  applicable  by  a  State, 
under  the  kind  of  agreement  I  have  just 
described,  that  State  will  be  entitled  to 
an  extra  one-half  percent  Federal  share 
of  the  project  cost,  beyond  the  90  percent 
now  paid  from  Federal  funds.  Surely 
that  is  a  modest  enough  incentive  to 
offer  to  any  State  which,  on  its  own  ini¬ 
tiative,  acts  to  make  and  preserve  its 
parts  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highways  attractive  for  the  trav¬ 
elers  of  the  whole  Nation.  My  original 
bill,  S.  963,  provided  a  bonus  of  three- 
fourths  percent;  that  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  1 
percent.  The  Committee  on  Public 
Works  reduced  this  to  one-half  percent, 
partly  because  of  the  additional  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (e).  I  regretted  that 
this  one-half  percent  incentive  payment 
to  States  has  been  made  payable  from 
funds  appropriated  for  the  purpose,  not 
from  the  special  highway  trust  fund,  be¬ 
cause  I  thought  it  a  legitimate  and  rea¬ 
sonable  element  of  the  total  national 
investment  in  the  Interstate  System. 

I  wish  to  state  here,  since  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  is  present  in 
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the  Chamber,  that  both  he  and  I  felt 
the  incentive  payments  should  come 
from  the  trust  fund  rather  than  from 
separately  appropriated  funds,  as  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  finally  voted  before 
the  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  certainly  share  the 
feelings  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  on 
that  point.  Mr.  President,  we  are  em- 
marked  upon  a  multi-billion-dollar, 
41,000-mile  highway  program.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  set  down  the 
standards  under  which  the  high-speed 
limited-access  freeway  across  the  Na¬ 
tion  will  be  built.  Certainly  as  a  part 
of  the  construction,  since  we  are  paying 
from  the  Federal  Treasury  90  percent  of 
the  cost,  the  Senator’-  from  Oregon  is 
completely  correct  in  believing  that  this 
modest  amount  of  money  to  be  paid  to 
the  States  as  an  incentive  ought  to 
come  from  the  trust  fund.  I  regret  that 
that  part  of  our  amendment  was 
changed. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER,  I  am  glad  the 
Senator  from  California  and  I  are  in 
agreement  on  this  particular  fact.  I 
think  he  also  would  concur  in  the  state¬ 
ment  that  this  was  one  of  the  conces¬ 
sions  which  he  and  I  were  reluctant  to 
accept,  but  which  we  finally  went  along 
with  in  order  to  get  the  basic  principle 
and  policy  before  the  United  States 
Senate  for  action  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  I  joined  with  my  colleague  from 
Oregon,  Mr.  President,  in  accepting  that 
by  way  of  a  concession,  because  in  the 
last  analysis  when  the  Senate  votes  it 
will  be  on  the  basic  question,  Does  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  believe  that 
the  American  people  should  take  an  in¬ 
terest  in  protecting  the  scenery  through 
which  the  41,000-mile  system  is  to  be 
constructed? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Once  the  basic 
policy  is  written  into  Federal  law,  later 
Congresses  can  perfect  and  improve  the 
law,  as  has  been  done  with  almost  every 
act  adopted  since  this  country  was 
founded. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  However,  Mr. 
President,  the  change  which  was  made 
by  the  committee  should  at  least  silence 
those  critics  of  the  bill  who  would  claim 
that  this  modest  one-half  of  1  percent  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  contribution  to 
project  costs  in  participating  States 
would  slow  down  construction  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  Highways. 
As  the  bill  now  stands,  the  availability 
of  trust  fund  money  for  road  construc¬ 
tion  would  not  be  in  any  way  affected  by 
the  one-half  of  1  percent  incentive  pro¬ 
vision.  That  one-half  of  1  percent  is 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  the 
Congress  and  of  course,  I  have  no  doubt 
whatever  that  it  will  be  appropriated  as 
States  become  entitled  to  it  by  their  par¬ 
ticipation  under  this  act. 

I  shall  only  mention,  at  this  point, 
subsection  (d)  of  section  12,  which  pro¬ 
vides  for  application  of  the  national  pol- 
•  icy  to  lands  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 


System  which  are  public  lands  or  reser¬ 
vations  of  the  United  States  itself. 

Finally,  subsection  (e)  offers  the 
States  an  important  tool  to  aid  them  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  act,  if 
they  should  desire  to  do  so.  Very  simply, 
this  subsection  permits  the  inclusion  in  a 
State’s  right-of-way  acquisition  costs — 
for  which  the  State  receives  90  percent 
Federal  reimbursement — of  up  to  5  per¬ 
cent  additional  costs  incurred  in  acquir¬ 
ing  control  over  advertising  rights  along 
the  segments  of  the  new  Interstate  High¬ 
ways  within  its  borders  that  are  to  be 
covered  in  that  State’s  agreement. 

This  provision,  I  submit,  should  silence 
those  critics  of  this  bill  who  have 
claimed  that  Congress  will,  in  effect, 
force  States  to  deprive  landowners  along 
the  new  highways  of  a  valuable  right 
and  give  nothing  in  return.  Personally, 
Mr.  President,  I  have  always  thought 
this  to  be  an  extremely  specious  argu¬ 
ment.  There  are  no  valuable  billboard 
rights,  as  such,  in  any  land,  apart  from 
the  highway  that  may  cross  it.  The 
highway  itself  creates  the  opportunity 
and  the  value.  The  highway  delivers  to 
the  land  the  captive  audience  of  motor¬ 
ists  which  are  the  billboards’  only  tar¬ 
gets.  If  there  is  no  highway,  the  alleged 
valuable  advertising  rights  will  be  about 
as  valuable  as  a  billboard  on  the  moon — • 
on  the  side  that  faces  permanently  away 
from  the  earth. 

Rather  than  speak  of  a  deprivation  of 
valuable  rights,  Mr.  President,  let  us 
frankly  face  the  fact  that  the  new  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  would  offer  the 
outdoor  advertising  industry  an  im¬ 
mense  bonanza,  an  absolutely  unparal¬ 
leled,  historic  gift  at  the  cost  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  taxpayers  that  would  overshadow 
Federal  benefits  to  any  industry  since 
the  land  grants  to  the  railroads.  And  I 
might  add  that  the  billboards  do  not  ex¬ 
actly  earn  this  benefaction  by  opening 
up  our  continent  to  travelers  and  ton¬ 
nage,  as  the  railroads  did. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  LANDOWNERS  PERMITTED 

Nevertheless,  it  is  argued  in  opposition 
to  this  bill  that  an  outright  regulation  of 
roadside  signboards  by  the  States,  under 
their  so-called  police  power,  will  deprive 
farmers  and  other  landowners  of  a  valu¬ 
able  assets — earned  or  not — which  would 
otherwise  result  from  the  construction 
of  the  highway,  and  that  Congress 
should  not  stimulate  such  action  by  any 
State.  Let  us  be  clear  then  that  under 
this  bill,  under  subsection  (e)  of  section 
12,  Congress  will  not  do  so. 

As  in  other  respects,  this  bill  leaves 
the  individual  States  the  utmost  free¬ 
dom  of  choice  in  this  regard.  A  State 
or  its  subdivisions  may  use  police  powers 
to  protect  all  or  part  of  its  interstate 
highways  and  qualify  for  the  one-half 
percent  additional  Federal  share  of 
project  costs  under  this  bill.  A  State 
may  equally  qualify  without  using  police 
power,  by  acquiring  the  right  to  control 
roadside  signs  and  reimbursing  the 
landowner.  If  it  chooses  the  latter 
course,  the  costs  will  be  recognized  as  a 
legitimate  cost  for  90  percent  Federal 
reimbursement,  up  to  a  limit  of  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost  of  right-of-way 
acquisition  for  the  project  in  question. 


This  bill  expresses  no  preference  in  the 
manner.  It  holds  neither  a  carrot  nor 
a  stick  over  the  head  of  any  State  in 
making  this  particular  choice  of  means. 
If  ever  there  were  a  program  that  was 
tailored  to  letting  States  choose  whether 
and  how  to  carry  out  a  public  policy  in 
their  own  way,  and  to  assist  them  to  do 
it,  this  is  it,  Mr.  President. 

NO  SUBSTANTIAL  COSTS  INVOLVED 

I  might  add  just  a  comment  about  the 
possible  cost  involved  in  the  acquisition 
of  billboard  control  by  the  States  under 
subsection  (e) ,  which  I  have  just  ex¬ 
plained.  A  word  of  caution  is  in  order, 
before  various  wild,  hypothetical  esti¬ 
mates  are  thrown  into  the  debate  by 
opponents  of  this  bill  concerning  alleged 
diversion  of  highway  construction  funds 
into  roadside  protection  measures  by  the 
States. 

There  are  far  too  many  unpredictable 
factors  involved  to  permit  any  kind  of 
an  estimate  except  to  indicate  a  ceiling 
beyond  which  costs  would  not  go.  Let 
me  list  a  few.  We  cannot  know  which 
States  will  choose  to  act  at  all.  We  can¬ 
not  know  which  of  those  that  do  act  will 
use  police  powers,  and  which  will  wholly 
or  in  part  pay  to  acquire  the  right  to 
control  roadside  billboards.  We  cannot 
know  the  right-of-way  acquisition  costs 
for  the  highway  segments  to  come  under 
State  roadside  regulation,  and  to  which 
the  5  percent  permissible  extra  cost 
would  apply. 

Does  subsection  (e)  therefore  make  an 
unlimited  “grab  bag”  of  the  highway 
trust  funds  from  which  States  might  en¬ 
rich  landowners  along  the  interstate 
highway  rights-of-way?  Certainly  and 
definitely  not. 

The  heavy  right-of-way  acquisition 
costs  are  in  cities  and  other  heavily 
populated,  commercial,  or  industrial 
areas.  These,  as  I  have  said,  may  be 
eliminated  from  the  agreements  with  the 
States.  Obviously,  for  example,  it  would 
not  make  sense  for  a  State  to  purchase 
billboard-control  rights  out  to  660  feet 
from  both  edges  of  a  highway  right-of- 
way  that  passes  between  the  high,  nar¬ 
row  walls  of  warehouses,  or  factories  of 
an  urban  industrial  area. 

Out  in  the  open  country,  on  the  other 
hand,  let  us  assume  that  right-of-way 
acquisition  constitutes,  in  a  typical  in¬ 
stance,  10  or  15  percent  of  the  total  proj¬ 
ect  construction  cost.  I  believe  that  in 
the  testimony  before  our  committee  Mr. 
Bertram  Tallamy,  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator,  estimated  something  like 
13  percent. 

I  have  already  explained  that  the  ad¬ 
ditional  cost  of  also  acquiring  signboard 
control  rights  on  adjoining  land  should 
be  very  low,  because  these  have  actually 
no  value  until  the  highways  are  there  to 
deliver  the  motorists,  so  to  speak,  into 
the  arms  of  the  billboard  advertiser.  A 
fair  price  would  be  determined  under 
State  law,  not  this  act.  But  in  any  case, 
the  bill  places  a  limit  of  5  percent  on 
additional  costs  for  which  Federal  re¬ 
imbursement  may  be  claimed.  A  5-per¬ 
cent  maximum  on  even  20  percent  right- 
of-way  acquisition  costs  means  a  maxi¬ 
mum  1 -percent  increase  in  project  costs 
that  might  be  added  to  reimbursable 
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costs.  Even  if  acquisition  costs  were  to 
run  as  high  as  40  percent  in  isolated  in¬ 
stances,  project  costs  could  not  grow 
more  than  2  percent  by  use  of  subsection 
(e).  Mr.  President,  these  project  costs 
fluctuate  far  more  from  month  to  month, 
with  changes  in  the  price  levels  of  ma¬ 
terials  and  so  forth,  than  this  tiny  frac¬ 
tion  which  represents  the  maximum  cost 
increase  that  might  be  involved  under 
this  bill. 

CONSERVATION  PRINCIPLES  VERSUS  BILLBOARD 
PROFITS 

Mr.  President,  this  completes  my  de¬ 
scription  of  section  12  and  how  it  pro¬ 
poses  to  aid  States  to  control  and  protect 
the  roadsides  along  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways  in  the  interest  of 
and  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  travelers 
on  these  new  highways.  I  would  like  now 
to  address  myself  briefly  to  the  overall 
policy  question  for  which  section  12  was 
drafted,  and  which  the  Congress  must 
now  decide. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  if  any  evidence  was  brought  out 
at  the  hearing  which  would  indicate  that 
the  inducements  provided  in  the  bill 
would  be  attractive  to  the  States,  and 
would  encourage  the  States  to  carry  out 
the  national  policy  regarding  roadside 
signs  and  billboards  which  the  Senator 
has  described. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  To  begin  with,  I 
wish  to  emphasize  that  there  appeared 
before  our  committee,  either  in  person 
or  by  resolution  or  in  writing,  literally 
thousands  of  citizens.  Those  people 
spoke  for  themselves,  or  they  represented 
great  organizations  in  every  State,  in¬ 
cluding  the  State  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  and  my  own  State. 

They  represented  the  American  Auto¬ 
mobile  Association,  many  conservation 
groups,  the  General  Federation  of  Wom¬ 
en’s  Clubs,  and  an  almost  unlimited 
number  of  conservation  and  outdoor  or¬ 
ganizations,  such  as  the  Audubon  Soci¬ 
ety,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation, 
and  so  forth. 

It  seemed  to  me,  sitting  at  the  com¬ 
mittee  table  and  listening  to  those  peo¬ 
ple,  that  if  this  amendment  were 
adopted,  those  interested  in  scenic  and 
roadside  protection  in  every  State  could 
then  go  to  the  governors  and  legislatures 
in  the  various  States — as  is  their  right — 
and  say,  “The  Federal  Government  has 
provided  reasonable  machinery.  It  has 
provided  a  framework  for  you  to  help  in 
protecting  the  countryside  and  the  scen¬ 
ery  along  the  Interstate  Highway  System 
in  our  State.  We  urge  you  to  take  this 
incentive  offered  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  cooperate  with  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  in  protecting  our  high¬ 
ways  from  the  blight  of  signboards.” 

To  my  knowledge,  no  governor  except 
Averell  Harriman  came  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  testified  particularly  in  favor 
of  the  proposed  legislation  now  before 
us;  but  all  the  people  who  came  from  the 
great  groups  said,  “Give  us  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  so  that  we  can  ask  our  States  to 
cooperate  with  the  Federal  Government 


to  take  this  incentive,  use  this  machin¬ 
ery,  and  to  protect  our  roadsides.” 

Mr.  COOPER.  Then  is  it  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  idea  that  if  the  bill  is  passed — and 
I  hope  it  will  be  passed  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
and  the  Senator  from  California  are 
sponsoring — it  should  provide  a  helpful 
way  for  public  opinion  to  be  expressed, 
and  to  be  recognized  by  the  legislatures 
and  authorities  of  the  States,  in  carrying 
out  the  national  policy  enunciated  in  the 
proposed  amendment? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  If  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken — and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
is  far  more  experienced  in  legislative 
matters  than  I  am — practically  all  co¬ 
operative  programs  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States  work  in  that 
way.  The  Federal  Government  provides 
matching  funds  to  assist  in  programs  for 
aid  to  dependent  children,  for  aid  to  the 
blind,  for  aid  in  cleaning  up  rivers,  sew¬ 
age  control  systems,  and  so  forth.  The 
Federal  Government  does  not  say  to  any 
State,  “You  must  take  this  money  to 
assist  your  blind  people,”  or  “you  must 
take  this  money  to  end  pollution  in  your 
rivers.”  The  Federal  Government  says, 
“These  funds  will  be  available  if  you  co¬ 
operate  in  a  certain  way.” 

Actually,  under  the  bill  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  California  and  myself, 
there  probably  would  be  less  compulsion 
than  there  is  under  other  programs,  be¬ 
cause  action  is  left  entirely  up  to  the 
States.  The  point  I  wish  to  emphasize 
is  this:  It  was  apparent,  after  prolonged 
hearings  which  were  held  under  the  able 
chairmanship  and  leadership  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  that  there  are  in  every  State  of 
the  Union  thousands  of  men  and  wom¬ 
en  who  do  not  want  billboards  clut¬ 
tering  the  interstate  highways.  They 
had  gone  to  their  State  legislatures.  In 
most  of  the  State  legislatures  they  had 
encountered  the  billboard  lobby,  which 
had  seen  to  it  that  the  mildest  kind  of 
State  regulation  usually  was  defeated. 
Then  they  came  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  encountered  the  cry  of  “States 
rights”  from  the  same  people  who  had 
previously  opposed  State  regulation  of 
billboards. 

I  can  speak  from  a  background  of 
some  experience  in  this  field.  My  wife 
and  I,  as  members  of  the  Oregon  State 
Legislature,  tried  to  bring  about  the  en¬ 
actment  of  billboard  regulation  laws  in 
the  State  of  Oregon,  which  the  billboard 
lobby  helped  to  defeat.  We  know  that 
there  are  those  who  want  to  be  able  to 
say,  “Uncle  Sam,  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,  has  provided  an  incentive. 
Please  use  it  and  keep  our  highway 
scenery  protected.” 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  believe  that  the  ju¬ 
nior  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  have  made  a 
valuable  contribution  to  the  national 
welfare  in  leading  the  fight  for  more 
than  a  year*,  to  preserve  the  beauty  of 
our  highways. 

When  the  bill  is  passed,  as  it  undoubt¬ 
edly  will  be,  setting  forth,  a  national 
policy  with  respect  to  the  beauty  of  the 
countryside  along  our  roads,  it  would 
indeed  be  a  shame  if  the  States  did  not 
cooperate  to  carry  out  the  national  poli¬ 


cy.  I  believe  the  States  will  cooperate, 
and  will  welcome  the  opportunity  to 
make  the  new  highways  more  attractive 
to  visitors. 

I  think  the  States  will  appreciate  the 
value  of  preserving,  both  for  travelers 
and  people  close  to  home,  a  true  and 
natural  picture  of  the  local  countryside 
and  of  the  areas  these  roads  will  serve. 
For  one  of  the  glories  of  this  country  is 
the  varied  scene  brought  to  view  in  driv¬ 
ing  along  our  national  highways,  which 
can  always  be  attractive  and  instructive, 
and  which  ought  to  be  protected.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  Senator 
from  California  have  performed  a  great 
service  by  their  leadership  in  this  field. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator  from 
Kentucky  is  one  of  the  most  thoughtful 
and  influential  Members  of  the  Senate. 
I  know  that  I  speak  also  for  the  Senator 
from  California  when  I  say  how  much 
we  value  and  appreciate  his  support. 

I  wish  to  concur  especially  in  one  point 
the  Senator  has  made,  namely,  that  it 
would  be  a  genuine  shame  if  this  were 
not  done.  We  are  almost  at  the  11th 
hour  when  this  can  be  done.  As  we  stand 
herein  the  Senate  today,  engineers  with 
transits  and  plumblines  are  out  across 
the  face  of  this  great  land  of  ours,  laying 
out  rights-of-way  for  the  Interstate 
Highway  System.  It  will  be  the  greatest 
highway  network  ever  to  be  constructed 
in  any  nation  on  the  earth.  It  will  be 
worthy  of  the  engineering  genius  and  the 
constructive  capacity  of  America. 

Unless  we  provide  machinery  and 
methods  very  soon  for  the  States  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  scenery  along  the  highways, 
there  will  spring  up  a  billboard  jungle 
which  will  acquire  what  is  known  as 
grandfather  rights.  Then  it  may  be 
too  late. 

Therefore  I  very  much  value  the  coun¬ 
sel  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  in  the 
points  that  he  made.  It  would  truly  be  a 
disaster  if  we  did  not  allow  the  motorists, 
who  are  going  to  pay  for  these  highways, 
to  see  the  American  countryside,  rather 
than  a  picketfence  of  signboards. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  might  say  that  the 
only  letters  I  received  from  my  State  op¬ 
posing  the  provisions  to  protect  scenic 
beauty  along  the  roads,  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  and  the  Senator  from 
California  have  written  into  this  bill, 
have  come  from  those  who  are  commer¬ 
cially  interested  in  billboards. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  could  not  agree 
more  with  what  the  Senator  has  said. 
The  billboard  lobby  wants  to  use  our 
highways,  paid  for  by  the  American  pub¬ 
lic,  as  a  conduit  or  funnel  along  which 
they  can  plaster  their  signboards.  The 
people  who  will  pay  to  make  the  sign¬ 
boards  of  value  are  the  people  who  pay 
the  fuel  taxes  and  the  automobile  excise 
taxes,  which  go  into  the  roadway  trust 
fund.  Without  the  highways,  none  of 
the  billboards  would  be  worth  a  conti¬ 
nental  dollar. 

On  earlier  occasions  in  my  efforts  to¬ 
ward  billboard  control  during  three  ses¬ 
sions  of  Congress,  I  have  spelled  out  at 
greater  length  the  true  conservation 
aspects  which  are  inhehent  in  our  giving 
a  means  of  protection  for  the  roadsides 
of  the  Nation’s  new  cross-pountry  travel 
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arteries.  I  cannot  believe  it  is  necessary 
to  say  more  than  a  very  few  words  about 
this  today.  I  cannot  believe  that  there 
can  be  any  real  question  as  to  how  the 
travelers  themselves  would  prefer  to  see 
their  highways — with  unlimited  bill¬ 
boards,  or  with  effective  billboard  regu¬ 
lation,  limited  to  the  kinds  of  controlled 
signs  of  specific  interest  to  travelers  that 
under  this  bill  may  be  permitted  under 
conditions  and  in  locations  specified  by 
the  agreements  between  the  States  and 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  To  anyone 
who  has  traveled  both  kinds  of  roads — 
for  example,  from  Washington,  D.  C.,  to 
Baltimore  by  the  old  U.  S.  1  and  by  the 
new  Washington-Baltimore  Parkway — 
there  can  be  no  question  as  to  what  the 
great  traveling  public  would  prefer.  The 
question  is  only  whether  we,  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  are  going  to  help  them  to  obtain 
what  they  would  prefer,  or  whether  in¬ 
stead  we  are  going  to  help  the  billboard 
industry  to  obtain  what  they  want  out 
of  the  estimated  $40  billion  public  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  41,000  miles  of  the  new 
Interstate  System. 

For  let  there  be  no  mistake  about  the 
fact  that,  uncontrolled,  the  roadsides 
along  these  magnificent  new  highways 
will  be  the  greatest  bananza  the  billboard 
industry  has  ever  enjoyed  at  the  cost 
of  the  American  motorist  and  taxpayer. 
It  is  worthwhile  to  pause,  to  recall  that 
the  rise  of  signboard  advertising  in  the 
open  country  has  been  inevitably  and 
closely  linked  with  the  growth  of  our 
country’s  highway  network  itself.  .Both 
are,  of  course,  the  result  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  present  automotive  culture 
which  mushroomed  soon  after  the  First 
World  War.  It  was  not  long  thereafter, 
also,  that  the  States  began  to  use  gaso¬ 
line  taxes  as  the  most  important  single 
source  of  the  funds  with  which  to  build 
the  tremendous  web  of  paved  roads 
which  the  millions  of  mass-produced 
new  cars  required.  I  believe  my  own 
State  of  Oregon  was  the  first  State  to 
initiate  the  gas  tax.  Thus  for  decades 
the  motorist  has  in  large  measure  paid 
for  America’s  roads.  In  a  very  direct 
way,  they  are  his  roads. 

Certainly  they  do  not  belong  to  the 
billboard  industry.  But  that  industry 
has  sprung  up  and  mushroomed  to  its 
present  giant  size  in  step  with  t#e  growth 
of  automobile  travel,  taking  advantage 
of  the  roads  built  for  the  motorist  with 
his  taxes  to  force  its  sales  messages  to 
his  attention  ,from  the  adjoining  land¬ 
scape. 

I  think  the  claims  of  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  companies,  that  proponents  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  are  threatening  them  with  utter 
destruction  and  ruin,  should  be  put  in 
proper  perspective.  For  example, 
Changing  Times,  the  W.  M.  Kiplinger 
magazine  of  May  1957,  reported  “If  you 
think  you  see  more  billboards  than  ever 
on  the  highways,  you  are  right.  Never 
have  there  been  so  many  of  the  huge  ad 
displays  built  and  planned.  Advertisers 
will  spend  over  $200  million  on  them  this 
year — compared  with  a  mere  $44,700,000 
back  in  1940.”  Keep  in  mind  that  this 
growth  in  billboard  construction,  from 
1940  up  to  and  including  1957,  has  oc¬ 
curred  before  any  of  the  new  interstate 
highways  have  been  built.  The  41,000 


miles  of  these  highways — and  of  course 
not  all  of  them  would  even  be  controlled 
under  this  bill — constitute  less  than  3 
percent  of  the  approximately  1,500,000 
miles  of  surfaced  public  roads  and  high¬ 
ways  in  our  country.  Today  these  other 
highways  are  also  being  built,  extended, 
and  improved  at  a  tremendous  rate,  and 
have  offered  an  opportunity  for  growth 
to  the  billboard  industry,  at  public  ex¬ 
pense,  that  many  other  industries  and 
businesses  in  our  country  might  well 
envy.  It  is  absurd  to  suggest  that  the 
public  now  owes  to  the  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  industry  the  additional  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  making  billboard  alleys  of  the 
new  limited-access  superhighways,  for 
the  sake  of  saving  the  industry  from 
collapse. 

Mr.  President,  no  doubt  Members  of 
the  Senate  have  in  the  past  few  days, 
since  section  12  was  accepted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  received  many 
messages  of  protest  from  persons  who 
have  a  direct  stake  in  the  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  industry  in  their  own  States.  This 
is  the  question  and  suggestion  to  which 
the  able  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  referred  a  few  minutes  ago. 
People  in  this  business  certainly  have  a 
constitutional  right  to  “petition  for  the 
redress  of  grievances”  as  have  any  other 
citizens.  But  keep  in  mind  that,  as  or¬ 
ganized  business  groups  which  may  be 
directly  and  financially  affected  by  legis¬ 
lation,  the  outdoor  advertisers  them¬ 
selves  are  in  a  far  better  position  to  bring 
their  desires  to  our  attention  rapidly 
than  is  the  great  mass  of  the  public, 
which  has  no  such  financial  interest. 

However,  through  such  nonprofit,  vol¬ 
untary  associations  as  exist,  for  example, 
in  the  conservation  field,  many  people 
have  made  their  wishes  in  this  matter 
known  to  us.  Let  me  list  some  of  the  or¬ 
ganizations  that  are  known  to  me  to  have 
endorsed  billboard  regulation  and  other 
measures  of  improvement  for  the  new 
highways.  Most  directly  interested,  of 
course,  have  been  two  national  organiza¬ 
tions  specifically  concerned  with  roads 
and  roadsides — the  American  Automobile 
Association,  representing  America’s  mo¬ 
torists  organized  in  the  separate  State 
motor  clubs,  and  the  National  Roadside 
Committee,  representing  leaders  of  the 
roadside  councils  and  other  interests  or¬ 
ganized  at  both  the  National  and 
State  levels.  Other  national  organiza¬ 
tions  supporting  congressional  action  for 
roadside  control  include  the  General  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Women’s  Clubs,  the  Garden 
Club  of  America,  and  also  the  National 
Council  of  State  Garden  Clubs,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Association,  the  National 
Audubon  Society,  the  Wilderness  Society, 
the  American  Nature  Association,  the 
American  Association  of  Nurserymen, 
and  the  American  Planning  and  Civic 
Association. 

From  my  own  State  of  Oregon  I  have 
received  endorsements  for  this  proposal 
from  organizations  which  may  be  repre¬ 
sentative  of  similar  groups  that  may  exist 
in  other  States — for  example,  the  Oregon 
State  Motor  Association;  the  Oregon 
Roadside  Council;  the  Oregon  Federation 
of  Garden  Clubs;  the  Federation  of  West¬ 
ern  Outdoor  Clubs  whose  headquarters 
are  in  Eugene;  the  Oregon  Federation  of 


Women’s  Clubs;  the  Oregon  Society  of 
Landscape  Architects;  the  Mazamas  and 
the  Obsidians,  both  of  them  outdoor 
clubs;  the  Oregon  Association  of  Nur¬ 
serymen;  and  others.  I  might  mention 
at  this  point  that  I  have  also  received 
numerous  messages  from  similar  organi¬ 
zations  in  many  other  States,  which  I 
shall  not  list  here,  as  I  trust  they  have 
also  communicated  directly  with  then- 
own  Senators. 

As  another  indication  of  the  nation¬ 
wide  public  interest  in  congressional  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  billboard  control  measure 
which  now  appears  as  section  12  of  the 
highway  bill,  let  me  read  a  list  of  only  a 
portion  of  the  newspapers  in  this  coun¬ 
try  which  have  editorially  endorsed  such 
a  measure.  These  include  such  nation¬ 
ally  known  newspapers  as  the  New  York 
Times;  the  St.  Louis  Post-Dispatch;  the 
Milwaukee  Journal;  Baltimore  Sun;  all 
three  of  Washington’s  newspapers — the 
Star,  Post  and  Times  Herald,  and  the 
Daily  News;  Christian  Science  Monitor; 
the  Denver  Post;  and  the  Oregonian. 

The  list  includes  from  the  Eastern 
States,  New  York  World  Telegram; 
Worcester,  Mass.,  Telegram;  Courier- 
Post,  Camden,  N.  J.;  the  Evening  News, 
Harrisburg,  Pa.;  Pittsburgh  Post-Ga¬ 
zette;  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer;  the 
Patriot,  Harrisburg,  Pa.;  Watertown, 
N.  Y.,  Daily  News;  Daily  News,  Greens¬ 
boro,  N.  C.;  New  York  Post. 

It  includes  from  the  Midwest  and  West, 
the  St.  Louis  Globe;  Capital  Times,  Madi¬ 
son,  Wis. ;  Toledo  Blade;  St.  Paul  Press; 
Capital  Times,  Rockford,  Ill.;  Texarkana 
Gazette;  Detroit  News;  Sheboygan,  Wis., 
Press;  Colorado  Springs  Free  Press;  and 
the  Daily  Star,  Tucson,  Ariz. 

In  Oregon  billboard  control  has  been 
editorially  endorsed  by  the  Portland 
Oregonian,  Oregon  Journal,  Pendleton 
East-Oregonian,  Astonian  Daily  Budget, 
Medford  Mail  Tribune,  Eugene  Register 
Guard,  the  Oregon  Statesman,  Salem, 
and  many  others. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  read  from  the 
American  Issue,  the  national  monthly 
publication  of  the  National  Temperance 
League  for  November  1957,  commenting 
on  the  excellent  editorials  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  and  Times  Herald  support¬ 
ing  a  billboard  control  measure. 

Those  who  can  join  in  with  the  Washing- 
ington  Post  campaign  to  end  the  billboard 
disgrace  should  also  remember  that  the  big¬ 
gest  user  of  highway  billboards  is  the  liquor 
traffic.  The  beer,  wine,  and  whisky  people 
will  not  surrender  gracefully  to  losing  their 
roadside  advertising  space,  especially  when 
4  out  of  every  10  billboards  are  theirs.  The 
campaign  to  end  the  billboard  disgrace  is 
commendable.  Let  us  hope  that  Congress 
will  take  some  positive  action  to  end  it  in 
the  coming  session. 

I  might  point  out  that  of  the  top  24 
national  users  of  outdoor  advertising, 
each  of  which  spent  $1  million  a  year  or 
more  on  billboards  in  1956,  9  were  either 
distilleries  or  breweries. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  point  out 
that  this  is  a  wholly  nonpartisan  issue, 
4>ne  which  has  the  support  of  leaders 
of  both  parties.  Bills  similar  to  section 
12  were  introduced  by  10  members  of 
both  Houses  of  Congress,  representing 
both  parties.  President  Dwight  D. 
Eisenhower,  I  understand,  favors  con- 
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gressional  action,  and  Secretary  of 
Commerce  Sinclair  Weeks  spoke  for  the 
administration  in  favor  of  such  action 
before  our  committee. 

I  am  particularly  proud,  personally, 
of  a  message  from  Gov.  Adlai  E.  Steven¬ 
son,  President  Eisenhower’s  Democratic 
opponent  in  his  2  campaigns  for  the 
Presidency.  Adlai  Stevenson  has  just 
written  me : 

Chicago,  March  19,  1958. 

Dear  Dick:  Lest  there  be  any  misunder¬ 
standing  as  to  my  position,  I  want  to  make 
it  emphatically  clear  that  I  support  whole¬ 
heartedly  your  billboard  control  amendment 
to  the  highway  bill. 

My  reason  for  supporting  this  amendment 
Is  that  X  consider  it  to  be  not  only  in  the 
public  interest,  but  absolutely  essential  to 
preserving  for  American  motorists  their  vast 
investment  in  the  new  Federal  Interstate 
Highway  System. 

With  best  wishes,  I  am. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Adlai. 


I  digress  to  call  attention  to  the  sig¬ 
nificance  of  the  fact  that  the  two  pre¬ 
eminent  leaders  in  American  public  life 
both  favor  signboard  regulation  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  amendment  sponsored  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  California  and 
myself.  Although  we  are  not  commit¬ 
ting  them  to  crossing  every  “i”  and  dot¬ 
ting  every  “t,”  as  we  are  committed, 
nevertheless  the  general  policy  of  bill¬ 
board  regulation  is  supported  by  Dwight 
D.  Eisenhower,  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  by  former  Gov.  Adlai  E. 
Stevenson,  who  was  Mr.  Eisenhower’s 
Democratic  opponent  in  the  two  most 
recent  national  elections.  I  believe  this 
circumstance  should  be  of  significance 
and  interest  to  all  Senators. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  President,  that  Gov¬ 
ernor  Stevenson’s  position  is  of  a  piece 
with  his  whole  consistent  record  in  favor 
of  sound  policies  of  conservation,  of  pre¬ 
serving  natural  values  as  an  essential 
element  of  the  humane  life  in  the  whirl¬ 
pools  of  urban  and  industrial  commer¬ 
cialization  in  which  our  daily  lives  are  in¬ 
creasingly  caught  up. 

Mr.  President,  I  conclude  my  speech  on 
that  point.  Industry  opponents  of  the 
signboard  control  measures  I  have  spon¬ 
sored  repeatedly  counter  with  the  claim 
that  industry  has  a  policy  of  not  in¬ 
terfering  with  particularly  beautiful 
views  or  spectacular  scenery.  They 
speak  of  the  ordinary  range  lands,  prai¬ 
ries,  forests,  and  farmlands  through 
which  much  of  the  cross-country  high¬ 
way  system  will  pass  as  if,  because  they 
lack  the  distinction  of  special  grandeur 
or  unusualness,  such  roadside  areas 
might  as  well  be  covered  up  by  the  well- 
built,  neatly  lettered,  brightly  colored 
billboard  structures  of  which  the  indus¬ 
try  boasts. 

That  misses  the  point.  Not  all  of 
America  is  uniformly  beautiful  and  spec¬ 
tacular  and  blessed  with  scenic  grandeur 
of  mountains  and  forests  and  waterfalls. 

Not  all  of  America,  for  example,  has 
the  extraordinary  scenery  which  can  be 
viewed  along  the  California  and  Oregon 
seacoast,  where  United  States  Highway 
101  clings  like  a  lariat,  but  all  of  America 
has  exceptional  qualities  of  different  dis- 
tinctions — distinctions  which,  in  my 
opinion,  should  not  be,  willy-nilly,  plas¬ 
tered  with  signboards,  particularly 


along  roads  for  which  the  motorists 
themselves  have  paid,  and  which  they 
have  a  right  to  enjoy  free  of  the  bill¬ 
board  blight.  There  are  wheatfields  and 
handsome  farms,  and  there  are  also  poor, 
ramshackle  farms  and  tenant  shacks  and 
even  junk  yards  along  the  roads.  But 
this  is  all  our  country,  and  when  we  see 
the  roadsides,  we  may  see  our  country 
as  it  exists.  The  point  is  that  none  of 
these  roadside  .views  is  there  specifically 
to  force  itself  on  our  attention.  None  of 
it  is  there  specifically  to  try  to  sell  us 
anything.  Day  in  and  day  out,  every 
American  is  assailed  by  advertising, 
whether  it  be  the  hard  sell  or  the  soft 
sell.  Would  it  be  such  a  sacrifice  to  let 
him  escape,  even  briefly,  when  he  takes 
to  the  open  road  to  travel  across  his 
country — the  country  which,  fields  and 
streams  and  mountains  and  farms  and 
shacks  and  all,  we  have  learned  to  de¬ 
scribe  as  “America  the  Beautiful”? 

I  think  the  sellers  of  the  Nation’s  goods 
can  afford  Americans  this  brief  respite 
from  salesmanship,  with  danger  that  the 
American  economy  will  forever  collapse. 
In  this  balancing  of,  on  the  one  hand, 
the  values  of  economic  self-interest  and, 
on  the  other,  a  noneconomic  interest  in 
values  not  measurable  in  money,  let  us 
for  once  vote  to  preserve  the  latter. 

That  is  why  I  urge  that  section  12, 
sponsored  jointly  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  my¬ 
self,  be  retained  in  the  highway  bill  now 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  im¬ 
mediately  following  my  remarks,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  telegrams  and  letters  which  I  have 
received  from  representative  citizens  in 
my  own  State  of  Oregon,  urging  con¬ 
gressional  action  to  provide  cooperative 
agreements  with  the.  States  to  control 
and  regulate  the  signboards  along  the 
Interstate  Highway  System. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  and  letters  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  21,1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Nehberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Please  correct  my  telegram  to  read  sup¬ 
port  billboard  amendment. 

Barbara  Elliott  Davies. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Strongly  support  your  billboard  amend¬ 
ment. 

McCall  Oil  Co. 

Dallas,  Tex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Nehberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Keep  billboard  amendment  and  oppose 
efforts  to  weaken  it.  The  people  are  incensed 
over  such  use  of  our  new  highway  system. 
Let’s  keep  America  beautiful  now  and  for¬ 
ever.  We  do  not  want  billboards. 

Mrs.  DeWitt  Rat. 

Portland,  Oreo.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Congratulations  on  your  conservation 
work.  Keep  your  billboard  amendment  in 
highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Harold  B.  Gill. 


March  24 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Congratulations,  your  effort  billboard 
amendment. 

Edith  Ireland. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Appreciate  your  keeping  billboard  amend¬ 
ment  A  in  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Herbert  A.  Templeton. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Best  of  luck  for  your  amendment  to  high¬ 
way  billboard  bill.  Important  to  keep  high¬ 
way  free  of  all  billboards.  We  feel  very 
strongly  on  this  issue  and  sincerely  hope  you 
will  bend  every  effort. 

Marion  G.  Anderson. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Heartily  support  your  stand  on  billboard 
amendment. 

Mrs.  Theodore  A.  Adams. 


Oswego,  Oreg.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Congratulations  of  your  efforts  to  keep 
billboard  amendment  In  highway  bill. 

Ann  and  Lawrence  Shaw. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Nehberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Congratulating  your  fine  effort  on  bill¬ 
board  amendment. 

Norma  S.  Kuhn. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Oregon  people  want  billboard  legislation. 
Will  welcome  passage  amendment.  Con¬ 
gratulations. 

Mrs.  W.  H.  Crowell. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Hoping  your  efforts  concerning  billboard 
amendment  are  successful. 

Mrs.  A.  E.  Bertha  McIntosh. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Everyone  supports  your  efforts  to  keep 
billboard  in  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Joyle  Dahl. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  21,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Strongly  urge  continue  support  keeping 
billboard  amendment  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Dan  Marlarkey,  Jr. 


Portland,  Oreg.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Nehberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Strongly  urge  your  continued  support 
keeping  billboard  amendment  in  highway 
bill. 

Mrs.  Henry  F.  Cabell. 

The  First  National  Bank  of  Portland, 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  18, 1958. 
The  Honorable  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

The  United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  I  have  read  with  much 
interest  the  amendment  proposed  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Kuchel  and  you  to  section  122  of  the 
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Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  I  think 
you  have  done  a  good  job  in  putting  together 
the  content  of  this  amendment,  and  I  hope 
you  and  your  associate  will  succeed  in  having 
it  grafted  onto  the  main  highway  act. 

Kind  regards. 

Yours  truly, 

E.  B.  MacNaughton. 

Oregon  Roadside  Council, 
Portland,  Oreg.,  March  20,  1958. 
Editor,  Better  Roads, 

Chicago,  III. 

Dear  Sir:  In  your  issue  of  October  1957, 
there  is  a  letter  signed  by  Frank  Blake  which 
carries  misstatements  which  I  think  should 
be  corrected.  Mr.  Blake  is  director  of  pub-  J 
lie  relations  of  the  Outdoor  Advertising  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  America.  He  states,  “We  have  not 
the  slightest  desire  or  intention  of  exploit¬ 
ing  the  open  country,  nor  the  scenic  areas 
alongside  the  new  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem,  and  we  operate  under  a  strict  code  of 
practices  that  would  prevent  such  action  on 
our  part.”  What  are  the  facts?  Billboards 
put  up  by  members  of  his  association  blight 
the  open  country  and  scenic  areas  alongside 
the  new  interstate  system  in  many;  many 
places  over  the  country. 

As  an  example  of  the  error  in  the  claim 
of  the  outdoor  advertisers  and  their  dis¬ 
regard  of  the  wishes  of  the  majority  of  peo¬ 
ple,  I  enclose  a  photograph  of  a  section  of 
the  New  Portland  (Oreg.)  -Salem  Freeway,  a 
part  of  the  interstate  system,  new  U.  S. 
No.  5,  with  4  biliboards  in  sight.  This 
highway  traverses  the  open  country  of  the 
lovely  Willamette  Valley  with  views  of  the 
snowcapped  Cascade  Range — Mt.  Hood,  Mt. 
Jefferson,  etc.  Yet  the  billboards  shown  in 
the  picture  were  recently  erected  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Outdoor  Advertising  Association 
of  America. 

I  hope  you  can  use  this  photo  and,  per¬ 
haps,  this  letter  (in  part)  in  your  columns. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Thornton  T.  Munger, 

Vice  President. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Senator  yields  the  floor,  will  he  yield 
for  a  brief  comment? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  congratulate  the  able 
Senator  from  Oregon  on  a  very  clear 
expression  of  the  intention  for  which  the 
billboard  amendment  was  drafted,  and 
a  very  clear  demonstration  of  what  he 
believes — a  belief  in  which  I  am  pleased 
to  share  completely — can  be  accom¬ 
plished  if  the  amendment  remains  in  the 
Senate  bill  and  continues  to  be  a  part 
of  the  vehicle  to  which  it  is  now  at¬ 
tached,  the  Highway  Act  of  1958. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  particularly  ap¬ 
preciate  the  generous  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  California,  because  with¬ 
out  his  cooperation  it  is  my  feeling  that 
we  would  not  have  this  proposal  in  the 
Senate  today.  I  thank  him  from  the 
bottom  of  my  heart. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  my  colleagues 
for  their  indulgence,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 


AMENDMENT  &F  SOIL  BANK  ACT, 
RELATING  TO  'COMPLIANCE  WITH 
CORN  AOREAGE  ALLOTMENTS— 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  veport  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two/Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Seriate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  10843)  to  amend 
Action  114  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  with 


respect  to  compliance  with  corn  acre¬ 
age  allotments.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  immediate  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
10843)  to  amend  section  114  of  the  Soil 
Bank  Act  with  respect  to  compliance  with 
corn  acreage  allotments  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following : 

That  section  114  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  is 
lended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
f dUowing : 

‘Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this\ection — (1)  no  person  shall  be  ineli¬ 
gible  V>  receive  payments  or  compensatior 
under  an  acreage  reserve  contract  for  19£ 
by  reasofv  of  the  fact  that  the  corn  acreage 
on  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  corn  if  the  county  in  which/ such 
farm  is  located  is  included  in  the  commer¬ 
cial  corn -producing  area  for  the  fftst  time 
in  1958:  (2)  noSperson  shall  be  ineligible  to 
receive  paymentsSor  compensation  under  an 
acreage  reserve  contract  for  aiyy  year  subse¬ 
quent  to  1958  or\a  conservation  reserve 
contract  by  reason  of\the  fact  that  the  corn 
acreage  on  the  farm  exceeds  the  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  for  corn  rf-'such  contract  was 
entered  into  prior  to  January  1  of  the  first 
year  for  which  the  p&unfy  is  included  in 
the  comemrcial  corp-produfcting  area:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  foregoing  provision  of  this 
sentence  shall  apply  only  to\a  farm  for 
which  an  ‘old  f^tm’  corn  allotment  is  estab¬ 
lished  for  such  first  year.  For  purposes  of 
this  provision,  a  contract  which  has  been 
terminated /by  the  producer  under  the  pro¬ 
gram  regulations  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  county  in  which  the  farm  is  located,  was 
included  in  the  commercial  corn-producing 
area  |<3r  the  first  time  in  1958,  and  whic 
is  reinstated,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  beef 
entered  into  as  of  the  original  date  of  exe¬ 
cution  of  such  contract.” 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 
Spessard  L.  Holland, 
George  D.  Aiken, 
Milton  R.  Young, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 
William  S.  Hill, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  it  distinctly  understood  that  the 
Senate  amendment  does  not  prevail  in 
its  entirety,  but  that  the  two  things 
which  the  Senate  set  out  to  do  are  ac¬ 
complished  under  the  conference  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  first  was  to  make  certain  that  the 
persons  in  the  38  counties  of  the  Nation 
which  have  become  this  year  commer¬ 
cial  corn  counties  for  the  first  time,  and 
who  had  last  year  or  the  year,  before 


signed  conservation  reserve  agreemen 
were  not  penalized  because  their  counties 
had  come  into  the  classification  of  com¬ 
mercial  corn  counties,  and  thereby  |6rced 
to  accept  corn  allotments  or  forgo  their 
Soil  Bank  payments  which  neither  they 
hor  the  Government  had  in  mind  at  the 
time  the  conservation  reserve  agree¬ 
ments  were  entered  into.  ^Phe  programs 
to  that  effect  were  completely  approved 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  second  thing  which  was  sought  to 
be  accomplished  was  to  give  similar  pro¬ 
tection  to  those  whd  had  signed  acreage 
reserve  agreements  under  the  Soil  Bank 
prior  to  January  1,  1958,  which  affected 
their  winter-wheat  plantings  last  fall. 
They  were  entitled  equally  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  which  I  have  just  stated.  Those 
two  objectives  are  carried  out  by  the  sub 
stitute. 

The/third  objective  which  is  added  in 
the  Substitute  is  one  with  which  the 
Seriate  conferees  were  not  in  full  ac- 
cpfd,  but  which,  apparently,  had  to  be 
granted  in  order  to  get  a  bill.  That  was 
'the  inclusion  of  an  arrangement  making 
the  same  provision  apply  to  acreage  re¬ 
serve  contracts  for  this  year — 1958 — • 
alone,  whether  they  were  signed  since 
the  beginning  of  the  year  or  not. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
short  statement  I  have  prepared  on  the 
subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Holland — Differ¬ 
ences  Between  the  Senate  Amendment  to 
H.  R.  10843  and  the  Conference  Substitute 
Therefor  __ 

The  conference  substitute  differs  from  the 
Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10843  in  that  it 
extends  its  provisions  to  all  1958  acreage 
reserve  contracts  in  the  38  counties  first  in¬ 
cluded  in  1958  in  the  commercial  corn-pro¬ 
ducing  area.  As  related  to  acreage  reserve 
contracts  the  Senate  amendment  covered 
only  those  1958  contracts  executed  prior  to 
January  1,  1958,  which  would  have  meant 
that  only  winter  wheat  acreage  reserve  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  last  fall  would  have  been 
^covered. 

.The  House  bill  differed  from  the  Senate 
lendment  in  two  respects  in  the  case  of 
acreage  reserve  contracts.  The  House  bill 
covered  all  1958  acreage  reserve  contracts  in 
the  33, new  counties,  but  did  not  apply  to 
acreage  Reserve  contracts  for  any  subsequent 
year.  The  Senate  amendment  applied  only 
to  acreag^  reserve  contracts  executed  prior 
to  January  i\  and  would  be  applicable  to  1959 
acreage  reserVe  contracts  if  there  should  be 
an  acreage  reserve  program  for  1959. 

The  conference  substitute  adopts  the 
House  provision  With  respect  to  covering  all 
1958  acreage  reserve., contracts  and  the  Senate 
provision  with  respec£  to  covering  1959  acre¬ 
age  reserve  contracts/. 

Both  the  House  bill  ahd  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provided  exemption,  from  the  require¬ 
ment  of  cross-compliance  with  corn  acreage 
allotments  for  all  conservation  reserve  con¬ 
tracts  entered  into  prior  to  January  1  of  the 
first  year  in  which  the  county.,  was  included 
in  the  commercial  corn  area.  ’This  exemp¬ 
tion  is  a  permanent  one  and  is\etained  in 
the  conference  substitute. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
conference  report  was  unanimously  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  by  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees,  and  was  approved  and  signed  by 
4  of  the  5  House  conferees. 
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I  move  that.,  the  conference  report  be 
adopted. 

The  PRESIDING!  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  HOBLITZELL.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  across 
the  several  States  of  the  Nation  there 
are  hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles,  per¬ 
haps  literally  millions  of  miles,  of  city 
streets,  county  roads.  State  highways, 
and  other  thoroughfares  of  various 
types,  built  by  all  levels  of  government, 
from  the  smallest  type  of  local,  public 
agency  to  the  Government  of  the  United 
States. 

For  many  years  it  has  been  the  policy 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  to 
the  several  States  an  incentive  to  con¬ 
struct  certain  types  of  thoroughfares 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  each  State. 
The  participation  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  been  financial,  although  in 
addition  the  Congress  has  laid  down  for 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  cer¬ 
tain  standards  and  guidelines  by  which 
the  Bureau  should  determine  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  Federal  moneys  to  any  par¬ 
ticipating  State. 

Two  years  ago  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  debated  the  question  of 
whether  the  Federal  Government  should 
participate — and,  if  so,  to  what  extent — 
in  the  construction  of  a  great  Interstate 
Highway  System,  not  only  important  to 
the  needs  of  the  civilian  economy  of  the 
country,  but  also  important  to  the  de¬ 
fense  of  the  American  people.  In  the 
debate  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  debate 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  the 
tragic  toll  of  dead  and  maimed,  each 
year,  as  a  result  of  highway  accidents 
was  iterated  and  reiterated.  It  was  also 
in  the  interest  of  safety  of  the  American 
traveling  public  that  the  Congress  de¬ 
bated  the  problem  involved  in  the  possi¬ 
ble  construction  of  a  great,  new  system 
of  high-speed  arterial  highways,  all  of 
limited  access,  all  built  to  specifications 
of  the  highest  standards,  which  in  the 
end  would  ribbon  the  United  States  from 
north  to  south  and  from  east  to  west. 

Ultimately  the  Congress  passed  the 
interstate  and  defense  highway  law 
under  which  the  Federal  Treasury  would 
underwrite  90  percent  of  the  cost  of 
construction.  The  bill  also  provided 
that  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 


would  carefully  sit  in  Judgment  as  to  the 
high  standards  which  each  State  must 
follow  in  order  to  obtain  nine-tenths  of 
the  cost  of  constructing  the  system 
within  its  borders. 

In  the  intervening  months,  construc¬ 
tion  across  the  country  has  progressed; 
but  for  many  reasons  it  has  not 
progressed  with  the  rapidity  which  was 
envisioned  at  the  time  when  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Thus,  as  the  Senate  deliberates  this 
week  on  proposed  legislation  to  get  the 
13-year  Interstate  Highway  System  con¬ 
struction  program  back  on  the  track, 
the  Senate  has  also — two  years  after  the 
original  law  was  passed — still  to  face  up 
to  a  fundamental  problem,  as  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  faces  up  to  it  now.  That  is 
simply  whether  the  American  people 
have  the  right  to  look  forward  to  a 
great  new  highway  system,  unspoiled  by 
indiscriminate  outdoor  advertising.  I 
say  the  American  people  have  that  right 
and  that  Congress  has  a  duty  to  perform 
in  this  field. 

I  wish  to  say  in  all  frankness  that  last 
August,  I  believe  it  was,  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger] 
submitted  an  amendment  to  give  the 
States  of  the  Union  an  incentive  to  con¬ 
trol  outdoor  advertising  along  the 
Interstate  System.  I  felt  that  that  mat¬ 
ter  involved  some  problems  which  needed 
to  be  resolved  before  such  a  proposal 
would  justify  bipartisan  majority  sup¬ 
port  in  the  Congress. 

One  such  problem  dealt  with  a  con¬ 
stitutional  question.  I  can  illustrate  it 
best,  Mr.  President,  by  indicating  it  in 
the  following  way:  A  State  such  as  my 
own — California — has,  by  its  own  State 
constitutional  provisions,  delegated 
police  power  to  incorporated  communi¬ 
ties  within  the  borders  of  the  State,  to 
the  extent  that  such  incorporated  com¬ 
munities,  in  determining  the  use  to 
which  private  property  may  under  their 
jurisdiction  be  put,  act  entirely  apart 
from  any  legislation  which  the  State 
legislature,  on  its  own  part,  may  pass  for 
the  rest  of  the  area  within  the  borders 
of  the  State. 

As  a  Californian,  I  wanted  my  State 
to  be  able  to  avail  itself  of  any  incentive 
legislation  adopted  by  Congress  under 
which  a  State  could  reasonably  exercise 
its  zoning  authority,  and,  thus,  I  wanted 
such  legislation  to  recognize  the  problem 
of  “home  rule”  State  constitutions,  and 
to  permit  States  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  Federal  Government  to 
control  outdoor  advertising  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  without  penalizing  them  for 
their  home  rule  constitutional  provisions. 

In  the  intervening  months  between 
August  and  January,  my  staff  and  I 
studied,  from  a  legal  standpoint,  that 
problem,  and  some  other  problems,  as  a 
result  of  which  I  was  able,  earlier  this 
year,  to  introduce  my  own  conception  of 
an  incentive  bill  by  which  States  would 
be  encouraged  to  adopt  their  zoning  leg¬ 
islation,  in  reasonable  manner,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  national  policy. 

I  said  earlier  today  I  was  perfectly 
delighted  to  work  with  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  in  the  last 
several  weeks,  and  to  fashion  what  I  am 
pleased  to  say  in  my  judgment  is  an  hon¬ 
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est,  realistic,  and  workable  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation  in  this  field.  We  jointly  offered 
it  to  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
Senate,  and,  with  1  or  2  changes,  by  a 
majority  vote  the  committee  approved 
that  amendment. 

Earlier  today  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
lucidly  indicated  what  the  proposal  does. 
For  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  assist 
my  fellow  Senators  who  will  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  the  Record  during  the  week,  to 
help  them  determine  how  they  will  cast 
their  vote  on  this  problem,  I  wish  to  add 
just  a  few  more  words  of  my  own  as  to 
the  scope  of  this  committee-approved 
amendment. 

First  of  all,  the  billboard  section  of  the 
highway  bill  before  the  Senate  lays  down 
a  national  policy. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  part  of  S.  3414  appearing  on 
page  20,  and  continuing  down  to  line  25 
on  page  21,  entitled  “National  Policy,” 
he  set  forth  in  the  Record  at  this  portion 
of  my  comments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Sec.  122.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System. 

“(a)  National  policy:  To  promote  the 
safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  public 
travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment 
In  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  and  as¬ 
sist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and 
to  improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  by  controlling  the  erection  and  main- 
enance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays, 
and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor 
advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices  within 
660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and 
visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all 
portions  of  the  Interstate  System  should  be 
regulated,  consistent  with  national  stand¬ 
ards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary,  which  shall  provide  for: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of 
the  traveling  public. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  Sena¬ 
tors  may  read  that  national  policy  and 
I  hope,  like  the  authors,  agree  with  it 
in  its  goal,  and,  generally  in  the  manner 
of  reaching  it. 

With  respect  to  that  part  of  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  which  appears  after  sub- 
paragraph  (3),  the  committee  saw  fit 
specifically  to  provide  that  signs  of  not 
more  than  500  square  inches,  advertis¬ 
ing  activities  being  conducted  at  a  loca¬ 
tion  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located,  would  con¬ 
stitute  an  exception  to  the  national  pol¬ 
icy. 

Earlier  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
I  both  discussed  that  amendment,  which 
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we  believe  to  be  unfortunate,  because,  in 
our  view,  it  would  be  the  State  legisla¬ 
tures,  acting  in  accordance  with  their 
own  constitutional  authority,  which 
would  determine  how  and  in  what  man¬ 
ner  signs  might  appear  along  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  in  a  fashion  best  designed 
to  assist  the  traveling  public,  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  national  policy.  At 
any  rate,  aside  from  that  amendment,  as 
I  say,  it  seems  to  me  this  basic  policy 
should  appeal  to  Senators  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  President,  the  billboard  regulation 
amendment,  aside  from  recognizing  ex¬ 
ceptions  which  are  noted  in  this  national 
policy,  recognizes  that  there  are  other 
exceptions  which  must  exist,  and  which 
must  exist  reasonably. 

By  reason  of  the  problem  created  by 
home-rule  communities,  the  bill  recog¬ 
nizes  that  under  any  agreements  be¬ 
tween  the  Federal  Government  and  a 
State,  incorporated  communities  which 
exercise  home-rule  authority  shall  be 
excluded. 

Besides  the  constitutional  reasons  in¬ 
volved,  Mr.  President,  I  think  there  are 
some  very  practical  reasons  involved  in 
recognizing  that  type  of  exception.  I 
think,  Mr.  President,  you  would  agree 
that  in  the  average  incorporated  city  in 
American  through  which  an  interstate 
high-speed  road  may  run,  for  2  or  10  or 
15  miles,  there  is  not  considerable  beauty 
to  be  preserved.  I  need  not  dwell  upon 
that  point,  Mr.  President,  except  to  say 
the  problem  with  respect  to  incorporated 
cities  does  not  represent  any  overriding 
consideration  in  the  legislation  before 
the  Senate;  but,  in  the  last  analysis,  it 
does  recognize  a  constitutional  question, 
and  to  that  extent  I  think  we  have  ob¬ 
viated  a  serious  problem  by  our  provision 
for  excluding  them. 

It  also  recognizes,  Mr.  President,  and 
this  is  most  important  to  Senators  who 
will  be  sitting  in  judgment  on  the  prob¬ 
lem,  that  the  Interstate  Highway  System 
will  inevitably  pass  through  areas  in  the 
Nation  which  are  commercial  in  char¬ 
acter,  which  are  industrial  in  character, 
or  which  are  business  in  character.  It 
recognizes  that  a  State  legislature,  in 
adopting  legislation  under  the  incentives 
offered  by  the  bill  before  the  Senate,  may 
recognize  the  character  of  such  areas, 
and  having  recognized  them,  provide 
that  the  policy  shall  not  apply  in  those 
areas. 

It  does  something  else.  It  provides 
that  where  any  part  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  is  in  being  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  present  law — which 
is  the  year  1956 — where  no  new  rights- 
of-way  are  required  to  be  purchased,  the 
policy  shall  not  apply.  Thus  we  are  not 
faced  with  the  problem  of  retroactive 
application  of  zoning  laws. 

This  is  a  forward-looking  bill.  This  is 
a  bill  which,  if  enacted,  will  give  the 
States  of  the  American  Union  all  across 
the  country  an  opportunity  to  pass  ap¬ 
propriate  legislation  to  preserve  the 
scenic  beauty  of  the  Nation  through 
which  the  great  bulk  of  the  41,000  miles 
of  Interstate  Highway  System  is  yet  to  be 
constructed — indeed,  yet  to  result  in  the 
acquisition  of  rights-of-way  by  all  the  48 
States. 


Mr.  President,  I  have  received  a  num¬ 
ber  of  communications  from  my  State 
and  elsewhere  endorsing  the  provisions 
of  the  legislation  which  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Netjberger] 
and  I  have  jointly  sponsored.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  number  of 
such  communications  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

National  Council  of 
State  Garden  Clubs,  Inc., 
Alexandria,  La.,  March  20, 1958. 
Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel  :  We  understand  that 
March  25  is  an  important  day  for  advocates 
of  billboard-control  legislation. 

May  I  remind  you  that  400,000  members 
of  garden  clubs  throughout  the  Nation  are 
vitally  concerned  over  the  protection  of  the 
new  Interstate  Highway  System  roadsides 
from  billboard  advertising,  and  we  bespeak 
your  support. 

Very  sincerely, 

Ruby  Harris 

Mrs.  Homer  H.  Harris, 

Chairman. 

The  Garden  Club  of  Honolulu, 

March  31, 1958. 

Hon.  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  We  of  the  Garden 
Club  of  Honolulu  are  interested  in  the  bill¬ 
board  legislation  which  is  now  pending.  We 
believe  that  it  would  be  a  tragic  mistake 
to  permit  our  new  highway  to  be  cluttered 
up  with  billboards  such  as  unfortunately 
already  exist  in  many  parts  of  the  mainland 
of  the  United  States. 

America  is  a  beautiful  land  and  we  are 
but  trustees  for  future  generations.  Part 
of  our  obligation  is  to  pass  on  our  land  to 
our  children  with  all  its  strength  and  beauty. 
We  believe  that  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  the  people  of  America  want  to  see  the  new 
highway  free  from  the  unsightliness  of  ad¬ 
vertising  billboards.  The  legislation  pend¬ 
ing  before  your  committee  would  go  far  to 
accomplish  that  end. 

Although  we  in  Hawaii  have  no  voice  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  we  are  Ameri¬ 
cans,  many  of  us  with  our  roots  in  the  main¬ 
land  of  the  United  States  and  hence  have 
an  interest  in  the  preservation  of  our  land 
unimpaired  with  all  its  scenic  beauty.  I 
hope  you  will  not  feel  it  presumptuous  for 
us  to  express  our  views.  I  am  requested  by 
the  Garden  Club  of  America  to  state  our 
position. 

The  Members  of  Congress  who  have  been 
in  Hawaii,  I  am  sure,  were  impressed  by  the 
absence  of  billboards  along  our  highways. 
What  we  have  done  in  Hawaii  can  be  done 
in  the  new  highway  about  to  be  constructed. 
We  hope  that  you  will  act  favorably  on  the 
pending  legislation. 

Respectfully, 

Dorothy  Anthony 
Mrs.  J.  Garner  Anthony, 
President,  Garden  Club  of  America. 

Santa  Barbara,  Calif.,  March  21, 1958. 
Re  billboards,  interstate  highways  (abso¬ 
lutely  no  billboards) . 

Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.  ~- 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  As  the  time  ap¬ 
proaches  for  a  final  decision  on  the  above 
matter  it  behooves  all  of  us  to  do  what  we 
can  to  resolve  this  issue,  with  its  widespread 
ramifications  for  years  to  come,  in  the  best 
way  for  the  most. 


4547 

Certainly  this  means  irrevocably  no  bill¬ 
boards  on  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

We,  your  constituents,  look  to  you  to  aid 
in  bringing  order  out  of  the  present  chaos 
of  ambiguous  legislation  being  instituted  by 
special  selfish  interests  in  the  name  of 
politics. 

Great  strength  to  you  in  your  task  for  us. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Elizabeth  T.  McMenemly. 

(Mrs.  Logan  T.) . 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  March  21, 1958. 
The  Honorable  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  May  I  urge  you  to 
use  your  influence  and  vote  against  granting 
any  permission  to  the  advertising  industry 
to  erect  billboards  anywhere  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  new  Federal  highways.  Both  consid¬ 
erations  of  traffic  safety  and  of  elementary 
esthetics  would  seem  to  make  such  a  stand 
highly  desirable. 

Sincerely  yours, 

\  Ralph  A.  Bing. 

Sunnyvale  Standard, 
Sunnyvale,  Cali].,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  Enclosed  is  a  copy 
of  the  editorial  page  which  ran  earlier  this 
week  in  the  Mountain  View  Register-Leader 
and  the  Sunnyvale  Standard.  I  thought  you 
would  be  interested  in  this  support  of  a 
measure  to  control  billboards  along  the  new 
Federal  system  of  superhighways. 

I  hope  the  Congress  will  institute  these 
controls,  and  Governor  Harriman’s  article  in. 
the  recent  Reporter  well  outlines  the  advan¬ 
tages  for  the  American  people  in  such  legis¬ 
lation. 

Very  sincerely, 

Joseph  C.  Houghteling, 

Publisher. 

Monterey  Peninsula  Herald, 
Monterey,  Calif.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kuchel:  The  Advertising 
Federation  of  America  has  sent  me  a  long 
telegram  signed  by  Robert  M.  Feemster, 
chairman  of  the  board,  asking  my  opposition 
to  the  antibillboard  section  of  the  Gore  pub¬ 
lic  roads  bill.  This  is  on  the  grounds  “that 
an  attack  on  the  rights  of  one  legal  medium 
of  advertising  soon  can  be  translated  into 
attacks  on  all  other  mediums.” 

This  is  sheer  nonsense.  I  am  heartily  in 
favor  of  the  antibillboard  section  and  only 
wish  that  it  were  more  drastic.  You  and. 
I  have  witnessed  in  California  a  deteriora¬ 
tion  of  the  appearance  of  our  civilization  due 
to  failure  to  control  the  exploitation  of  our 
highways  by  billboard  interests.  In  my 
county  the  billboard  interests  have  fought 
one  zoning  effort  after  another,  but  they’ve 
always  been  licked  for  the  past  25  years. 

We  hope  that  Congress  will  stand  by  and 
act  to  prevent  wholesale  piracy  by  these 
predator's  upon  the  new  great  highways  built 
by  the  taxpayers  of  the  county,  from  which 
the  people  have  the  right  to  enjoy  the  un¬ 
marred  appearance  of  their  fair  land. 

Best  wishes. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Allen  Griffin. 

Oakland,  Calif.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Heartily  favor  keeping  billboard  amend¬ 
ment  in  highway  bill. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Herbert  E.  Hall. 
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Berkeley,  Calif.,  March  23,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Don’t  let  America  the  beautiful  become 
America  the  billboard..  Heartily  support 
Kuchel  bill  to  control  billboard  advertising 
on  national  highways. 

Helen  Lyon  Hawkins, 
Qual  Hawkins. 
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Sank  Mateo,  Calif.,  March  23,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Strongly  urge  you  vote  “Yes”  provision 
banning  billboards  Federal  highway. 

Brayton  Wilbur. 


Santa  Barbara,  Calif.,  March  23,  1958. 

Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  unalterably  opposed  to  any  adver¬ 
tising  along  Federal  highways  and  hope  you 
will  make  every  effort  to  see  that  this  is  done  toe  floor, 
and  oppose  any  effort  to  drop  billboard^  ■ 
amendment  to  the  highway  bill  or  to  further 
weaken  it. 

Mrs.  Dorothy  E.  Warden, 

President,  Santa  Barbara  and  Monti- 
cello  Garden  Club. 


Montecito,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

Urge  you  to  oppose  any  effort  to  further 
weaken  billboard  interstate  legislation. 

Elizabeth  T.  McMenemy. 

Goleta,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C 

Please  don’t  weaken  highway  bill  and  do 
keep  billboard  amendment. 

Mrs.  Sellar  Bullard. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  j 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  the  ; 
floor? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  j 
from  Minnesota  desire  to  speak? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  present  .i 
a  few  items  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
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Montecito,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Please  vote  to  keep  billboard  amendment 
in  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Harold  (Frances)  Sheets. 

Burlingame,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Strongly  urge  retention  billboard  amend-  j 
ment  in  highway  bill  and  oppose  further 
weakening  of  bill. 

One  Hundred  Members  of  Hillsbor¬ 
ough  Garden  Club  California. 


Carpenteria,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 

Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.:  ...  .  . 

May  I  urge  you  to  do  everything  you  can  special  need  for  professional  manpower, 
to  keep  amendment  in  highway  billboard  in  the  fiel<i  of  medicine  and  dentistry  and 
bill  and  to  oppose  any  effort  to  weaken  it  have  recognized  it  in  a  special  way — au- 


RETRENTION  OF  MILITARY  LEGAL 
\  PERSONNEL 
Mr.  HUMPRHEY.  Mr.  President,  in 
recent  dWs  and  weeks  we  have  been 
hearing  a\ood  deal  about  the  critical, 
problem  facing  the  Armed  Forces  in  co: 
nection  with  the  retention  of  trained 
personnel.  As  one  who  subscribes  to  the 
objectives  and  mfrst  of  the  recomnjfrnda- 
tions  of  the  so-called  Cordiner  report,  I 
am  particularly  hopeful  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  present  session  will  embark 
on  imaginative,  new  legislative  steps  to 
help  assure  that  our  A r  fried  Forces  m&y 
recruit  and  retain  high^c^liber  person¬ 
nel  at  all  levels. 

In  our  current  emphasis  frpon  reten¬ 
tion  of  technical  and 'scientific  personnel, 
primary  and  essential  though  that  may 
be,  we  must  not /lose  sight  of  all\?f  the 
other  contributing  factors  which  rnake 
for  an  effective  military  organization. 
Earlier  Congresses  have  recognized  \a 


further. 


Mrs.  Walter  W.  Clem. 


Santa  Barbara,  Calif.,  March  23, 1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C 

Strongly  urge  you  to  support  billboard 
clause  In  highway  bill.  Hope  so  much  no 
amendments  will  be  added  to  weaken  it. 

Mrs.  Francis  E.  Lloyd. 

Santa  Barbara,  Calif.,  March  22, 1958. 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

To  preserve  the  natural  beauty  of  our 
State  we  ask  you  to  vote  for  the  billboafd 
amendment  in  the  highway  bill  soon  to  be 
voted  upon  we  feel  you  have  the  same  af¬ 
fection  for  the  State  that  we  have. 

Mary  and  William  C.  McDuffie. 

Montecito  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Thomas  H.  Kuchel, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Do  not  permit  the  Highway  Interstate 
billboard  legislation  to  be  further  weakened. 

Logan  T.  McMenemy. 


thorizing  what  in  effect  is  incentive  pay 
for  doctors  and  dentists  in  the  Armed 
Forces.  Such  action  by  prior  Congresses 
has  successfully  borne  fruit  in  the  avail- 
lability  and  retention  of  medical  and  den- 
f  tal  personnel. 

Today  the  Armed  Forces  face  a  crisis 
in  the  field  of  retention  of  military  law¬ 
yers. 

In  recent  months  this  matter  has  been 
forcefully  brought  to  my  attention  by 
letters  from  constituents  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  or  serving  in  legal  positions  in 
the  military.  Following  the  introduction 
of  S.  1165  by  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Thurmond!  ,  my  office  has  received  a  good 
many  letters  endorsing  the  principles  of 
the  bill.  I  have  selected  five  of  these 
letters  at  random,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  they,  together  with  my 
answer  to  them,  be  printed  at  this  point 
In  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Blacker  &  Blacker, 

Attorneys  at  Law, 
Minneapolis,  Minn.,  March  14, 1957. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Humphrey:  I  was  go&tified 
to  learn  at  our  periodic  United  Syftes  Air 
Force  Reserve  training  meeting,  nyfae  up  of 
20  Reserve  officers,  that  Senator  /Thurmond 
has  introduced  S.  1165. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  purpose  of  said  bill 
Is  to  attempt  in  a  measure  xo  equalize  pay 
and  incentives  for  lawyers  en  duty  with  the 
Air  Force  similar  to  the/provisions  of  law 
now  in  effect  for  the  benefit  of  doctors  and 
dentists  who  are  on  ffinty.  Since  there  is  a 
shortage  of  legal  personnel  in  the  Air  Force 
and  there  seems  to  Are  difficulty  in  inducing 
the  younger  legaj/ officers  to  stay  on  after 
they  finish  theiiymitial  tour,  I  think  the  bill 
will  be  of  greatr  benefit,  and  urge  your  sup¬ 
port  of  the  ^ame. 

All  20  members  of  our  flight  who  were 
In  attendance  at  the  above  meeting  were  in 
agreement  that  it  would  be  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests, ol  service  if  Senator  Thurmond's  bill 
was  passed  by  Congress.  In  my  own  experi¬ 
ence/  while  on  active  duty  for  short  periods, 
I  brave  had  occasion  to  discuss  the  reasons 
y  some  of  the  young  legal  officers  looked 
orward  to  the  day  that  they  had  finished 
their  tour  of  duty.  The  reason  usually  given 
for  their  desire  to  leave  the  service  was  based 
upon  the  fact  that  they  were  not  being 
treated  the  same  as  the  medical  profession 
and  that  they  felt  they  could  do  better  in 
civilian  life.  These  young  officers  on  duty, 
as  well  as  I,  and  other  members  of  our  Re¬ 
serve  training  flight,  see  no  reason  why 
there  should  be  a  distinction  made  between 
the  two  professions.  The  amount  of  pro¬ 
fessional  training  initially  is  about  the  same, 
and  the  reduced  opportunity  for  earning 
more  in  civilian  life  falls  equally  hard  on 
both  professions. 

I  am  sure  that  all  members  of  my  Reserve 
training  flight  join  with  me  in  urging  your 
support  of  S.  1165  as  requested  above. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

Henry  S.  Blacker. 

March  20,  1957. 

Mr.  Henry  S.  Blacker, 

Attorney  at  Law, 

Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Dear  Mr.  Blacker:  Thank  you  very  much 
your  letter  of  March  14  concerning  S. 

ue 

I  know  very  well  of  the  strong  feeling  of 
Air  Force  lawyers  that  they  have  been  dis¬ 
criminated  against  in  the  past  when  their 
salaries  a re  compared  with  those  of  other 
professional  officers  in  the  Air  Force. 

I  am  not \n  the  committee  which  is  con¬ 
sidering  this  bill,  but  I  am  bringing  your 
letter  to  their  attention  and  assure  you  that 
ffopments  closely.  You  can 
>ort  this  legislation  if  it 
the  committee. 


I  shall  follow  c 
expect  me  to 
is  recommended  b$ 
Best  wishes. 

Sincerely  yours,  ’ 


bert  H.  Humphrey. 


Exhibit 

St.  Paul,  Minns,  May  2,  1957. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D. ' 

My  Dear  Senator:  My  son,  Lt.'Col.  John 
F.  Bell  of  Anchorage,  Alaska,  is  interested 
in  S.  1165,  a  bill  to  increase  the  pay  ol  judge 
advocates  in  the  Regular  Army  and  'place 
them  on  the  same  level  as  doctors  in  the 
Army  Medical  Service.  I  have  been  informed 
that  this  bill  has  the  support  of  the  Amer 
lean  Bar  Association. 
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SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sens.  Ellehder  and  Kerr  urged  the  President  to  sign  S.  J.  Res. 

162,  the  measure  to  freeze  acreage  allotments  and  prlcX^supports  at  19571evels, 
Sen,  Ellender  contended  that  newspaper  statements  that  the  measure  would  freeze 
prices  were  not  true,  instead  the  measure  "merely  tells  tob^  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  he  shall  not  further  depress  farm  prices  be low  the  prices  that 
were  paid  farmer-4  in  1957,  which  means  that  the  farm  prices  or\all  basic  com¬ 
modities  can  flex  upward  to  90  percent  from  the  prices  paid  last,  year,"  Sen. 
Kerr  stated  tmat  "there  is  no  segment  of  our  economy  with  reference  to  which 
the  need  is/greater  or  with  reference  to  which  remedial  action  wilXbe  more 
ef fective/in  overcoming  the  recession  than  the  segment  of  agriculture," 
pp.  4653-54,  4657-58 

2.  DURUM/^IHEAT.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with 

S.  Xi20,  to  modify  the  acreage- al lotments  and  market ing- quotas  requirement! 
regarding  durum  wheat  in  the  Tule  Lake  area,  Modoc  and  Siskiyou  Counties, 

:alif.  (S.  Rept.  1418).  p.  4608 
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3.  ROADS.  Continued  debate  on  S.  3414,  authorizing  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  roads,  including  forest  highways  and  forest  roads  and  trails. 
Agreed  to  a  unanimous  consent  agreement  limiting  debate  to  '’four  hours  on  the 
so-called  billboard  amendment,  and  3  hours  on  the  utility  amendment, f  1  hour 
on  any  other  amendment,  and  4  hours  on  the  question  of  final  passage.  Pending 
is  the  amendment  by  Sen.  Kerr  to  strike  out  sec,  12  of  the  bill  to  regulate 
billboards  along  any  portion  of  the  interstate  system,  pp.  4629-52,  4662-74, 
4682-83 

Following  are  excerpts  from  the  committee  report  on  the  bill: 

"The  committee  believes  that  an  increase  in  forest-highway  funds  is  war¬ 
ranted  and  justified  to  improve  and  maintain  these  highways  to  carry  the 
present  traffic  loads,  and  to  bring  them  to  a  condition  comparable  to  the  ad¬ 
joining  and  connecting  roads  that  are  located  on  lands  that  are  on  the  local 
tax  rolls.  An  increase  in fiacest- highway  funds  from  $30  million  to  $36  million 
for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  is  recommended. 

"The  $30  million  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  fiscal  year  1959  was 
apportioned  to  the  States  on  November  6,  1957,  in  accordance  with  a  revised 
apportionment  formula  resulting  from  recent  valuation  studies  by  the  Forest 
Service  which  showed  that  the  value  of  national  forest  land  had  increased  ap¬ 
proximately  340  percent  over  the  value  upon  which  the  apportionment  for  fiscal 
year  1958  was  based.  Under  existing  law,  forest -highway  funds  are  apportioned 
for  expenditure  in  the  several  States  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the 
land  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests.  The  law  does  not 
specify  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  factors  of  area  and  value.  Prior  to  the 
recent  reappraisal  of  value,  apportionments  have  been  made  giving  equal  weight 
to  each  factor.  To  minimize  the  change  in  distribution  of  funds  as  compared 
with  prior  years,  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Commerce  after  analysis 
of  the  reappraisal  of  value,  made  the  apportionment  of  the  forest -highway 
funds  for  fiscal  year  1959  on  the  basis  of  75  percent  weight  to  area  and  25 
percent  to  value.  This  change  in  formula  reduced  the  apportionments  received 
by  some  States  and  increased  them  in  others. 

"The  committee  was  concerned  about  this  change  in  apportionment  formula  by 
the  Secretaries  without  consultation  with  State  or  local  officials  or  Members 
of  the  Congress.  It  would  be  difficult  to  adjust  the  apportionments  already 
made  for  fiscal  year  1959,  and  the  committee  recommends  approval  of  such  ap¬ 
portionments.  It  further  recommends  that  the  apportionment  of  forest-highway 
funds  authorized  in  this  bill  for  fiscal  year  1960  and  1961,  be  made  on  a 
basis  which  will  give  each  State  the  same  percentage  of  such  funds  as  if  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  apportionment  of  funds  for  fiscal  year  1958.  The  committee 
has  included  in  the  bill  provisions  for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  ap¬ 
propriate  officers  of  each  State  to  make  a  study  of  the  forest-highway  situa¬ 
tion,  including  designations,  estimated  cost  to  complete  construction  of  all 
forest  highways,  a  recommended  10-year  program  for  construction  of  the  proposed 
system,  and  the  method  by  which  such  amounts  should  be  apportioned  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  States.  The  results  of  the  study  are  to  be  reported  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  1960. 

"The  Committee  included  provisions  in  the  bill  that  would  permit  any  State 
to  augment  the  apportionments  made  to  such  State  for  forest  highways  by  trans¬ 
fer  of  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  percent  of  its  regular 
Federal-aid  apportionments,  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement 
of  its  forest  highways,  such  transferred  funds  to  be  expended  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  as  the  forest-highway  funds  without  matching.  The  committee  believed  that 
this  provision  would  be  particularly  advantageous  to  States  whose  forest¬ 
highway  apportionments  are  small,  but  which  have  important  segments  of  forest 
highways  in  need  of  improvement.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee,  however, 
that  these  transferred  funds  be  expended  only  on  forest  highways  that  are  on 
a  Federal-aid  highway  system.  ... 
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MIn  order  to  assure  that  the  Congress  will  have  ample  opportunity  to  co¬ 
operate  in  the  development  of  a  long  term  road  program  when  it  reconsiders 
forest  road  matters  in  1960,  the  committee  will  request  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  submit  a  detailed  program  as  soon  as  possible.  This  program 
should  include  estimates  of  road  requirements  for  timber  harvesting,  recrea¬ 
tional  use,  general  use  and  protection,  and  the  cost  thereof,  for  each  nation¬ 
al  forest  and  summarized  by  States.  Forecasts  of  the  type  of  roads  that 
should  be  constructed  with  appropriated  funds  and  those  that  shouldhbe  built 
as  a  part  of  timber  sale  contracts  should  also  be  provided,  with  sufficient 
information  on  national  forest  resources  and  use  potential  to  establish  the 
economic  justification  for  an  adequate  road  program.  Information  should  be 
furnished  on  the  benefits  to  various  forest  activities  that  will  be  realized 
by  implementation  of  a  long-range  program  as  well  as  losses  to  the  economy 
that  will  occur  if  a  long-range  program  is  not  promulgated. 

"In  connection  with  the  above  data,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  should 
set  forth  any  legislation  that  may  be  needed  to  promote  the  most  effective 
operation  of  a  forest  road  program  utilizing  both  appropriated  funds  and 
timber  purchaser  road  construction.  ... 

"The  committee  is  also  impressed  by  the  need  in  certain  areas  to  step  up 
road  and  trail  construction  to  eliminate  terrifying  fire  hazards  in  vital 
watersheds.  The  House  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  hearings  on 
forest- fire  control  in  southern  California  spotlight  a  most  aggravated  problem 
facing  the  Nation.  Properly  constructed  and  controlled  roads  will  enable 
Forest  Service  fire  fighters  to  attack  these  fires  which  denude  the  brush- 
covered  hills  and  permit  subsequent  rains  to  flood  heavily  populated  areas  v: 
with  debris  and  water. 

"The  committee  believes  it  to  be  in  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  protect  its  natural  resource  represented  by  the  national  forests,  and 
to  develop  that  resource  for  the  benefits  that  will  be  realized,  not  only  in 
cash  returns,  but  also  in  making  available  large  areas  for  recreation  and  en¬ 
joyment  of  our  citizens.  It  therefore  recommends  increasing  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  from  the  present  $27  mil¬ 
lion  to  $34  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961." 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  a  Minn.  Electric  Cooperative  resolu- 
ion  commending  REA  Administrator  Hamil  "for  the  effective  and  satisfactoi 
manner  in  which  he  has  discharged  his  duties."  p.  4608 

Sen>v^roxmire  inserted  a  Land  O' Lakes  Cooperative  resolution  requesting 
it-  that  interest  rates  on  REA  loans  not  be  raised,  and  that  "the,REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  be  given^full  authority  to  approve  loans,  which  authority  was  granted 
to  him  in  the  original  REA  Act  of  1936."  pp.  4616-17. 


5.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen^I^roxmire  spoke  in  opposition  to  the  announced  cut 

in  dairy  price  supports,  and  inserted  a  letter  from  a  Wise.  County  Agent  to 
the  Secretary  opposing  the  announ£©4^9i*t".  p.  4617 

6.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Murray  commend and  inserted  a  newspaper  article  commending, 

Sen.  Neuberger  for  his  efforts  to  work  out  a  'Solution  for  the  disposition  of 
Klamath  Indian  lands,  fricluding  timber  lands.  pp>4624-25 


7.  FARM  PRICES.  San.  Humphrey  inserted  a  local  Farmers  Unionv,«qsolution  urging 
Congress  "to'restore  farm  prices  to  full  parity  level."  p. 

8.  ELECTRIFICATION;  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  a  Minn.  Elevator  Ass 
e solution  opposing  any  increase  in  interest  rates  on  REA  loans,  and  urgi 

all  schools  to  participate  in  the  school  lunch  program,  p.  4606 


I  EMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  a  messag 
^commending  enactment  of  legislation  for  the  temporary  continuation  of 
employment  benefits  to  individuals  who  have  exhausted  their  benefits 
StatU  and  Federal  laws  (H.  Doc.  358) .  pp.  4653,  4725-26 

Bof^  Houses  received  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor  a  proposed  bill  to  provide 
for  temporary  additional  unemployment  compensation;  to  S.  Finance  an^  H,  Ways 
and  Me anK. Committees,  pp.  4606,  4745 
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10.  FOREIGN  AID.  \Sens.  Kennedy  and  Cooper  urged  additional  aid  for  I 
ing  that  under.  Public  Law  480.  pp.  4674-82 


HOUSE 
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SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  10881  (pp.  4687-93).  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to 
the  USDA  items  which  hhd  been  reported  in  disagreement /(pp.  4693-4) .  Rep. 
Reuss  urged  opposition  t<?  the  Senate  amendment  continuing  the  acreage  reserve 
limitation  of  $3,000  per  farm  and  proposed  instead  that  it  be  $3,000  per 
producer  (pp.  4690-3) .  \  /  /* 

The  Senate  also  agreed  to\the  conference  reporf  and  acted  upon  amendments 
that  had  been  reported  in  disagreement  (pp*  4658^-59)  .  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President. 

Sen.  Hayden  inserted  a  table  showing  the  hddget  estimates,  the  House  and 
Senate  versions  of  the  bij.1,  and  the  amount/ agreed  to  in  conference,  pp, 
4659-62 


12.  CORN.  Received  the  conference  report  otyk.  R.  10843,  to  permit  soil  bank 
payments  to  certain  corn  producers  in  the  commercial  area  who  exceed  their 
corn  acreage  allotments  (see  Digest  47  for,  explanation) .  The  Seriate  ;ha8 
agreed  to  the  conference  report,  pp.  4701  ,\4 746 


13.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Several  Reps,  discussed  the  administration’s  farm  program  and 
the  price  support  and  acreage  allotment  freeze  resolution,  S.  J.  Res,  162. 

Rep.  Rhodes  urged  the  President  to  veto  the  resolution  (p.  4725).  Reps. 
Hiestand,  Frelinghuysen,  Derpunian,  Teague  (Calif. ^  and  Sheehan  stated  that  - 
the  measure  would  raise  consumer  food  costs  (pp.  473S/-6)  .  Rep.  Curtis  (Mo.)(s> 
defended  the  economic  soundness  of  the  administration^  farm  program  (pp. 
4736-7).  Rep.  Alger  stated  there  were  too  many  farmers /due  to  the  high  price 
supports  (pp.  4736-8).  /Rep.  Rhodes  urged  that  farmers  b\ treated  like  busi¬ 


nessmen,  and  encouraged  to  produce  more  (p,  4738).  Rep,  Thomson  (Wyo.)  urged 


a  return  to  the  free/market  and  no  production  limitations  (p,  4738) .  Rep. 

Bass  (N.H.)  contended  that  present  farm  programs  result  in  a  'double  coat  to 
the  consumer  (pp. /4738-9) ,  and  Rep.  Neal  agreed  (p.  4739).  Re^,  Derounian 
stated  that  the  cost  to  store  food  was  excessive  and  led  to  higtihr  food  costs 
(p,  4739)  .  Rep'.  McCarthy  referred  to  the  interdependence  of  farmer  and  con¬ 
sumer,  the  cost  investment  in  farming,  and  contended  that  the  farmed  has  been 
underpaid  inrecent  years  despite  increased  food  costs  and  greater  USDA  ex¬ 
penditures,  (pp.  4742-3) .  Rep.  Reuss  criticized  the  Secretary  for  allegedly 
concealing  the  first  edition  of  Farm  Population  Estimates  of  1957,  and  stated 
that  the^Secretary  erred  in  "disregarding  the  $3,000  acreage  reserve  limita¬ 
tion  per  producer,  in  buying  cheese  from  processors  in  1954,  in  increasingxhe 
size  of  USDA,  in  dealing  with  a  Mr.  Jonkel  to  sell  rice  to  Indonesia,  and  in'* 
draining  wetlands  (pp.  4743-4). 
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derst&nd  the  workings  of  our  eoonomy, 
do  not  unite  to  say  the  country  cannot  af¬ 
ford  a  cut  for  anybody  right  now, 
instead  ol  advocating  a  tax  cut  for 
themselves. 


ACTION  BY 
MITTEE  ON 
PERVISORS 


)ERAL  PAY  SUBCOM- 
\Y  OF  POSTAL  SU- 
POSTMASTERS 


Mr.  NEUBERGERi.  Mr.  President, 
the  Federal  Pay  SubcoSamittee,  of  which 
I  am  chairman,  today  unanimously  re¬ 
ported  favorably  on  S.  3450.  This  is  the 
bill  sponsored  by  the  able  ^junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  >jong]  and 
others,  to  provide  for  upward  adjust¬ 
ment  in  the  pay  of  post-offk\  super¬ 
visors  and  of  postmasters. 

We  trust  that  our  action  will  selWe  as 
guidance  to  the  conferees  who  soonWill 
consider  the  postal  pay  bill  now  in  con¬ 
ference  between  the  Senate  and  tl 
House. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
a  brief  release  which  my  office  has  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  press  regarding  subcom¬ 
mittee  action  on  S.  3400. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  release 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senator  Richard  L.  Neubefger,  Democrat, 
of  Oregon,  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Federal  Employees  Compensation  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice,  announced  today  that  the  subcommittee 
had  unanimously  agreed  to  favorably  report 
S.  3400,  a  bill  to  further  Increase  compensa¬ 
tion  of  post-office  supervisors  and  postmas¬ 
ters,  to  the  full  committee. 

“It  is  hoped  that  the  bill  will  be  favorably 
reported  by  the  full  committee  at  its  next 
meeting,”  stated  Senator  Neuberger. 

“This  course  of  action,”  continued  Senator 
Neuberger,  “has  two  possibilities.  If  Uhe 
measure  is  accepted  as  an  amendment  to  S. 
27,  the  postal  pay  bill  still  pending  on  the 
Senate  Calendar,  and  in  the  ev^nt  of  action 
on  that  bill,  postal  supervisors  and  other  top 
employees  in  the  postal  service  would  receive 
the  same  cost-of-living  adjustments  S.  27 
gives  to  other  postal  employees. 

“If,  on  the  other  hand,  an  increase  in  thg 
pay  of  postal  employees  results  from 
5836,  the  bill  now  in  conference,  this  act 
by  the  subcommittee  will  serve  to  impress 
and  guide  the  conferees  with  our  view^n  the 
matter. 

Other  members  of  the  Federal  Ifmployees 
Compensation  Subcommittee  lue  Ralph 
Yarborough,  Democrat,  of  Teams;  William 
Proxmire,  Democrat,  of  Wisconsin;  William 
Langer,  Republican,  of  Noeoi  Dakota;  and 
Thruston  B.  Morton,  Republican,  of  Ken¬ 
tucky. 


MESSAGE 


5M  THE  HOUSE 


A  message  frpfn  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  bv/Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clepks,  announced  that  the 
House  had/agreed  to  the  report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  if.  10881)  making  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
re  30,  1958,  and  for  other  purposes; 
that  the  House  receded  from  its  dis¬ 
agreement  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  4,  5,  6,  9,  35,  and  38 
to  the  bill,  and  concurred  therein,  and 


that  the  House  receded  from  its  dis¬ 
agreements  of  the  Senate  numbered  18, 
20,  22,  and  48  to  the  bill,  and  concurred 
therein  severally  with  an  amendment, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate. 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  UNTIL  10  A.  M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  when 
the  Senate  concludes  its  deliberations 
today,  it  stand  in  recess  until  10  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Cot¬ 
ton  in  the  chair).  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  morning 
business  is  concluded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  unfinished  business 
be  laid  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  j 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The? 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  before  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  states,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  Senate,  the  action  which  has  been 
taken  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
will  he  yield  to  me,  in  order  that  I  may 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum; 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol¬ 
lowing  the  quorum  call,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  shall  be  recognized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  Congress  enacted  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  it  embarked  the 
United  States  on  the  greatest  peacetime 
public  works  program  in  history.  It 
recognized  the  Federal  responsibility  for 
early  completion  of  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  a 
41,000-mile  system  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  highways  of  our  Nation,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  in  excess  of  $27  billion. 

The  1956  act  continued  in  effect  the 
cooperative  Federal-State  relationship 
that  has  been  operating  effectively  since 


the  Federal-aid  highway  program  was 
initiated  in  1916.  That  program  has 
made  possible  the  improvement  of  our 
highways  in  every  section  of  the  Nation, 
in  our  industrial  centers  and  in  our  rural 
areas,  in  our  cities  and  in  our  forests. 

The  benefits  from  our  highways  reach 
every  segment  of  our  economy  and  the 
entire  population  of  the  Nation.  These 
highways  and  roads  are  important  for 
our  national  defense  and  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  our  natural  resources. 

Senate  bill  3414,  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1958,  includes  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  continuing  and  expanding  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program.  It  in¬ 
cludes  additional  authorization  for  fiscal 
years  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  for  the  reg¬ 
ular  Federal-aid  systems,  the  Interstate 
System,  and  the  Federal  domain  roads. 
The  total  authorization  included  in  the 
bill  is  $3,244  billion.  It  also  includes 
provisions  for  apportionment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  for  fiscal  years  1959  and 
1960. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads 
held  extensive  hearings  on  S.  3414  and 
other  bills  relating  to  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems,  and  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act. 
Careful  consideration  was  given  to  the 
testimony  received.  The  bill,  as  reported 
with''  an  amendment,  represents  the 
recommendations  of  the  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  committee  believes  that  accelera¬ 
tion  of  work  on  the  highway  program  is 
one  of  the  most  effective  permanent 
public  works  programs  for  relieving  un¬ 
employment,  improving  business  condi¬ 
tions,  and  stimulating  the  Nation’s 
economy.  With  more  than  5  million  of 
our  citizens  out  of  work,  we  should  take 
the  necessary  corrective  action,  immed¬ 
iately  and  effectively,  to  get  them  back 
on  the  payrolls. 

The  committee  further  believes  that 
the  completion  of  the  interstate  system 
on  schedule  is  of  paramount  importance 
to  the  Nation.  Any  slowdown  or 
stretchout  of  the  program  would  be 
tragic.  The  Federal  Government  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  completion  of  this  system.  The 
States  have  geared  their  programs  and 
schedules  to  completion  of  the  program 
within  the  original  time  schedule.  It 
should  not  be  permitted  to  lag. 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  will 
continue  to  exercise  strict  surveillance 
of  the  highway  program,  its  status  and 
progress.  When  legislation  is  needed, 
it  will  be  recommended.  When  irregu¬ 
larities  in  the  prosecution  of  the  program 
are  rumored,  they  will  be  investigated. 
We  will  endeavor  to  see  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayer  gets  full  value  for  every 
dollar  spent  on  the  highway  systems. 

Mr.  President,  the  committee  and  I 
believe  all  Senators  are  interested  in  the 
Interstate  Highway  System.  It  is  ex¬ 
tremely  important  to  the  Nation  and  to 
the  people  of  the  Nation.  But  the  com¬ 
mittee  went  further.  It  believed  other 
roads  were  needed  as  much  as  the  In¬ 
terstate  System,  that  is,  primary  roads, 
secondary  roads,  farm-to-market  roads, 
forest  roads,  and  urban  roads.  Those 
are  the  roads  which  actually  help  the 
man  who  lives  in  the  country.  Those 
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are  the  roads  which  will  get  the  farmer 
out  of  the  mud.  So  we  did  something 
about  such  roads,  and  I  wish  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  what  the 
committee  did. 

Under  the  1956  act,  there  was  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  construction  of  the  type 
of  roads  I  have  mentioned  $850  million 
for  fiscal  1958.  Under  the  bill  before  the 
Senate,  the  committee  recommended 
$300  million  for  1960.  The  1956  act  pro¬ 
vided  $875  million  for  fiscal  1959.  Under 
the  pending  bill  the  committee  has  rec¬ 
ommended  $900  million  for  that  purpose 
for  the  year  1961. 

The  proportionate  amounts  of  money 
which  will  be  received  from  those  au¬ 
thorized  amounts  is  as  follows:  Of  the 
total  amount  of  dollars  received  under 
this  program,  the  primary  roads  will  get 
45  percent:  the  secondary  roads  will  get 
30  percent;  and  the  urban  roads  will  get 
25  percent. 

Mi'.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Will  the  States  have 
to  match  any  portion  of  the  money? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  The  States  will 
have  to  match  a  certain  amount. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  will  be  the 
matching  figure? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Thirty  percent  will  be 
the  contribution  of  the  State  govern¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  that  true  with  re¬ 
spect  to  farm-to-market  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  only  that,  but  the 
bill  also  provides  for  an  appropriation  in 
many  instances,  so  that  when  the  State 
does  not  have  the  money  to  comply  with 
its  proportionate  share,  the  State  can 
borrow  the  money  from  the  Federal 
Government.  Of  course  the  money 
would  have  to  be  reimbursed  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  from  other  money  the 
State  would  get  in  the  future. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  with  respect  to  farm-to-mar- 
ket  roads  the  State  would  have  to  pay  30 
percent? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  In  the  regular  1956 
bill  the  matching  provision  is  50-50.  We 
have  in  the  bill  under  consideration  an 
authorization  of  $400  million  for  fiscal 
year  1959  with  respect  to  which  the  70- 
30  matching  comes  into  the  picture. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Will  the  distinguished 
Senator  explain  the  difference  in  match¬ 
ing  of  funds  as  between  a  secondary  road 
and  a  farm-to-jnarket  road? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  will  be  treated 
practically  the  same.  The  farm-to- 
market  roads,  secondary  roads,  and  pri¬ 
mary  roads  are  to  be  treated  practically 
the  same. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  other  words,  the 
farm-to-market  road  will  be  treated  the 
same  as  the  secondary  road? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a 
question? 

Senator  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  As  I 
understand,  the  purpose  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  road  work  is  to  furnish  employ¬ 
ment.  Is  it  not  true  that  there  is  much 
more  employment  in  the  case  of  what  we 


call  the  ABC  roads  than  in  the  case  of 
the  interstate  highways? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  More 
people  can  be  employed  on  the  ABC 
roads — the  primary,  secondary,  and 
farm-to-market  roads — than  can  be  em¬ 
ployed  on  interstate  highways.  On  the 
interstate  highways,  the  work  is  heavy 
construction,  generally  performed  by 
heavy  equipment.  When  the  work  is 
done  on  a  small  country  road,  the  local 
people  are  employed  to  do  the  work. 
Such  roads  provide  more  employment. 

I  may  say  in  passing  that  one  of  the 
objections  raised  related  to  the  section  of 
the  bill  containing  the  billboard  provi¬ 
sion.  The  bill  has  only  one  justification ; 
namely,  the  acceleration  of  road  work 
and  thus  providing  employment.  In  the 
opinion  of  at  least  six  members  of  the 
committee,  the  section  pertaining  to  bill¬ 
boards  would  put  people  out  of  work  in¬ 
stead  of  putting  people  to  work.  That 
was  the  only  objection.  It  was  not 
raised  so  much  because  Senators  were 
against  controlling  billboards,  but  it  was 
felt  that  such  a  provision  did  not  fit  in 
very  closely  with  the  purpose  for  which 
the  bill  was  introduced.  That  was  the 
feeling  of  many  Senators  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Is  it 
not  also  true  that  many  Senators  be¬ 
lieve  that  billboards  on  the  various  roads 
are  a  matter  for  the  States  to  police, 
rather  than  something  which  should  be 
regulated  by  a  directive  of  the  Federal 
Government? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Those  sentiments  were 
expressed.  I  desire  to  make  my  position 
clear.  I  personally  feel  that  billboards 
should  be  controlled,  but  I  also  feel,  as 
I  stated  in  the  committee  meetings,  that 
the  billboard  question  does  not  belong  in 
the  bill  now  being  considered.  I  think 
it  should  be  treated  separate  and  apart, 
for  several  reasons. 

In  the  first  place,  I  desire  to  have  a 
road  bill  passed.  I  am  afraid  that  if  the 
amendment  is  added  to  the  bill  by  this 
body,  we  may  have  a  little  trouble  else¬ 
where,  because  there  are  differences  of 
opinion  even  among  those  who  feel  bill¬ 
boards  should  be  controlled.  I  know  that 
in  many  instances  billboards  are  very  un¬ 
sightly  and  detract  from  the  scenic  quali¬ 
ties  of  the  terrain:  so  the  ladies  who  are 
members  of  garden  clubs  and  other 
organizations  do  have  something  to  com¬ 
plain  about. 

I  have  stated  heretofore  that  we  were 
all  in  favor  of  the  Interstate  Highway 
System,  the  system  which  will  take  the 
tourist  from  New  Jersey  all  the  way  to 
California.. 

The  subcommittee  devoted  much  time 
to  the  other  types  of  roads,  and  I  thank 
the  members  of  the  subcommittee  for 
doing  so. 

I  have  made  a  few  remarks  about  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads. 
There  are  other  types,  and  I  shall  men¬ 
tion  a  few. 

Consideration  was  also  given  to  forest 
highways.  Those  who  come  from  the 
West,  and  even  those  who  live  in  the 


East,  know  the  importance  of  forest 
highways.  Such  highways  are  necessary 
not  only  for  the  protection  of  the  forests, 
but  so  that  people  can  get  into  the  forests. 
A  lumber  man  might  want  to  get  into  a 
forest,  so  that  he  could  obtain  the  lum¬ 
ber  or  timber  he  had  purchased  from  the 
Forest  Service.  What  did  the  committee 
do  in  that  regard?  In  the  1958  and  1959 
allotments,  the  forest  highways  received 
$30  million.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  under  consideration  an  authorization 
of  $36  million  is  provided  for  forest  high¬ 
ways. 

Consideration  was  also  given  to  forest 
development  roads.  Those  are  the  roads 
to  which  I  referred  previously,  which 
make  it  possible  to  give  protection  from 
fire,  and  to  get  into  the  forests  in  order 
to  remove  the  5  billion  board-feet  of 
stumpage.  For  1958  and  1959  the  total 
amount  authorized  for  such  roads  was 
$27  million.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  under  consideration  for  1960  and 
1961,  the  committee  has  recommended 
$34  million. 

We  gave  consideration  to  national 
parks.  Unless  highways  are  provided, 
how  are  the  American  people  to  visit 
these  wonderful  places,  which  are  assets 
and  resources  of  Uncle  Sam?  For  roads 
in  national  parks  for  the  years  1958  and 
1959  Congress  authorized  $16  million. 
In  this  bill  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  $20  million. 

Under  the  1958  and  1959  allotment, 
parkways  were  given  $16  million.  The 
parkways  item  was  left  intact  in  the 
pending  bill. 

We  gave  Indian  roads  on  Indian  res¬ 
ervations  some  consideration.  Indians 
also  like  to  get  out  of  the  mud.  I  can 
speak  about  that  matter,  because  there 
are  many  Indians  in  my  State,  as  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer]  knows,  including  the  Pueblo 
Indians.  In  many  instances,  because  of 
the  mud,  the  Indians  cannot  even  fare 
forth  to  buy  groceries. 

The  bill  contains  provision  for  $12 
million  for  1960  and  1961.  There  is  a 
further  provision  which  should  be  help¬ 
ful.  Heretofore  when  we  appropriated 
money  for  roads  on  Indian  lands  the 
money  was  for  construction,  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation.  Under  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  pending  bill  every  penny 
of  the  $12  million  must  be  used  for  the 
construction  of  roads. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  any  provision  made 
that  Indian  labor  must  be  employed? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  such  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill,  but  we  are  crowding 
the  employing  officials.  Indian  labor 
will  be  used,  I  am  pretty  sure. 

Mr.  LANGER.  As  the  distinguished 
Senator  knows,  with  regard  to^  some 
Indian  roads  a  construction  firm  has  ob¬ 
tained  a  contract  to  do  the  work. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  trying  to  make 
sure  the  work  will  be  done  by  local 
people,  instead  of  having  a  bulldozer 
used  so  as  to  do  the  work  in  a  hurry. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  there  a  provision  In 
the  bill  that  Indian  labor  must  be  em¬ 
ployed? 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  not  in  the  bill. 
The  Indians,  however,  are  employed. 
Let  me  give  my  friend  some  information. 

A  road  is  being  built  from  the  New 
Mexico-Arizona  line  to  Glen  Canyon, 
which  is  in  approximately  the  central 
part  of  Arizona,  on  the  San  Juan  River. 
A  road  is  being  constructed  through  that 
area  at  present,  and  I  understand  that 
most  of  the  labor  consists  of  Navahos 
from  the  area. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  good  does  it  do 
to  have  the  Indian  road  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  mentions,  in  New  Mexico,  for  the 
Navahos,  when  great  construction  firms 
from  California  bring  in  their  own 
labor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  I  understand 
what  the  Senator  has  in  mind,  and  I  fully 
agree  with  him.  We  did  not  place  in  the 
bill  a  requirement  that  Indian  labor  be 
used  on  Indian  lands,  because  in  many 
instances  there  will  be  a  stretch  of  9 
leagues,  or  6  miles,  in  my  State,  within 
the  Pueblo  area.  The  land  granted  to 
the  Indians,  back  to  the  time  of  Phillip 
II,  was  9  leagues  wide,  or  approximately 
6  miles.  The  road  then  continues,  but 
within  that  area  the  labor  program  is 
usually  handled  locally. 

•Mr.  LANGER.  Is  there  anything  in 
the  bill  which  provides  for  building  roads 
to  mines,  to  move  out  strategic  mate¬ 
rials? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  .  No;  there  is  nothing  in 
the  bill  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  owner  of  a  mine  far  re¬ 
moved  from  the  highway  should  have 
assistance  in  building  a  road  to  move 
out  strategic  material? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  I  could  have  my 
way  on  the  subject  of  roads  and  many 
other  subjects  which  come  before  the 
committee,  I  would  favor  such  a  course 
being  followed.  However,  after  all,  there 
are  other  members  of  the  committee.  We 
tried  to  report  a  fair  bill,  and  I  think 
this  is  a  fair  bill.  The  subcommittee 
reported  the  bill  unanimously. 

There  was  no  question  whatsoever 
about  the  road  bill.  Members  from  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  were  for  it,  and  I  am 
pretty  sure  that,  notwithstanding  the 
laudable  ideas  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  in  that  connection,  the  commit¬ 
tee  recommended  a  very  fair  bill.  How¬ 
ever,  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  a  road  shall  be  built,  say,  from 
Grants,  N.  Mex.  to  the  area  where  min¬ 
ing  for  uranium  is  in  progress. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Was  the  subject  dis¬ 
cussed  in  committee?  ' 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  say  also  to  the 
Senator  that  usually  in  a  mining  area 
the  local  entities — the  States  or  the 
counties — have  jurisdiction  over  such 
roads  as  are  usually  built.  However,  the 
committee  did  not  feel  that  we  should 
compel  the  construction  of  a  road  60 
miles  in  length  in  order  to  reach  a  mine. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  not  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  agree  with  me  that,  if 
we  are  to  build  a  road  50  miles  long  for 
,  Mr.Weyerhaueser  to  get  out  his  timber, 
if  2  or  3  independent  operators  are  work¬ 
ing  a  mine,  they  should  have  some  aid 
in  building  a  road  to  roach  the  mine? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  Weyerhaueser  gets 
his  timber  either  from  his  fee  property  or 
from  forest  land.  The  only  situation  in 
which  the  Government  helps  is  when 
forest  lands  are  involved. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  merely  wished  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  the  subject  of  roads  to 
mines. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
He  has  some  very  good  ideas. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  type 
of  land  in  New  Mexico  with  respect  to 
which  the  Federal  Government  has^  ju¬ 
risdiction.  In  the  Western  States,  or  the 
so-called  public  domain  States,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  Indian  lands,  rec¬ 
lamation  lands,  forest  lands,  and  lands 
which  constitute  the  public  domain. 

The  bill  contains  a  recommendation 
for  the  expenditure  of  certain  funds  for 
building  roads  in  the  public  land  areas. 
Money  has  been  used  for  that  purpose 
heretofore.  I  think  the  first  time  that 
occurred  was  in  connection  with  a  bill 
passed  3  or  4  years  ago.  An  amendment 
was  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  as  I  recall. 

In  1957  Congress  made  available  for 
public-land  roads  $3  million.  In  1958 
and  1959  Congress  made  available  $2  mil¬ 
lion.  The  amount  contained  in  this  bill 
for  1960  and  1961  is  $4  million,  or  double 
the  amount  which  was  authorized  for 
1958  and  1959. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  description  of 
public  lands  include  Indian  lands? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  The  public  domain 
is  the  area  in  which  a  citizen  may  apply 
for  a  homestead.  Once  upon  a  time  for¬ 
est  land  had  nothing  at  all  to  do  with 
grazing.  In  very  few  instances  would  a 
person  be  allowed  to  homestead  on  forest 
land.  No  one  can  buy  Indian  land.  A 
person  might  be  able  to  lease  it  from  the 
Indians,  bift  he  cannot  homestead  on 
Indian  land.  In  my  State,  for  instance, 
the  Navahos  own  16  million  acres  of 
reservation  land.  That  land  cannot  be 
alienated,  and  it  cannot  be  sold  to  a 
white  man.  A  person  could  lease  it,  but 
he  could  not  buy  it. 

Public  lands  are  those  lands  which 
can  be  leased  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  purpose  of  herding  cattle 
or  sheep  during  a  certain  portion  of  the 
year.  Forest  lands  are  practically  in 
the  same  category,  except  it  is  harder 
to  get  a  permit  to  graze  stock  on  forest 
lands. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  the  national  parks, 
no  land  is  leased.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Under  the  bill  will  the 
Federal  Government  pay  100  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  roads  on  public  lands? 

Mi\  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  The  land  is  not 
on  the  tax  rolls  of  the  States.  That  is 
the  reason  for  the  requirement  that  the 
Federal  Government  pay  100  percent  of 
the  cost.  In  my  State,  for  example,  per¬ 
haps  45  percent  of  the  entire  area  be¬ 
longs  to  the  Federal  Government.  Hence 
we  feel  that  it  is  only  fair  that  Unele 
Sam,  who  owns  so  much  land,  should 
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help  keep  up  the  roads  in  New  Mexico. 
The  same  principle  applies  to  the  Stato 
of  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  JsKr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Let  us  take  a  quarter 
section  or  a  half  section  of  Indian  land 
which  is  owned  by  a  private  citizen,  a 
white  man.  How  is  the  money  allocated 
for  the  building  of  Indian  roads  in  a 
case  like  that? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  money? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Yes.  Will  the  white 
man  have  to  pay  for  the  construction  of 
the  road  which  goes  by  his  property  on 
Indian  land? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  he  does  not.  The 
Indian  lands,  so  far  as  roads  are  con¬ 
cerned,  are  all  Government  owned.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  area,  except  pos¬ 
sibly  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  that  can 
be  sold  by  the  Indians. 

Even  where  Navahos  own  homesteads 
outside  the  reservation  itself,  it  is  im¬ 
possible  for  them  to  sell  such  land.  I 
believe  a  law  in  Oklahoma,  although  I 
am  not  positive  of  this,  permits  an 
Indian  to  sell  his  property  if  he  wishes 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  know  the  Senator  is 
very  much  interested  in  the  Navahos. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  interested  not 
only  in  the  Navahos;  I  am  interested  in 
all  the  Indians. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  kinsfolk  have  been 
living  among  them  for  about  350  years. 
I  like  them.  The  Indian,  primarily, 
needs  three  things.  First,  he  needs 
roads.  Education  will  come  with  the 
roads.  Unless  we  build  roads  for  the 
Indians  in  the  Navaho  Reservation,  how 
can  a  Navaho  child  go  50  miles  to  Gallup 
to  attend  an  Indian  school? 

Next,  the  Indians  need  what  comes 
with  the  roads;  namely,  education  and 
health.  I  wish  to  assure  my  good  friend 
from  North  Dakota  that  within  the  next 
60  days  construction  will  start  on  a  hos¬ 
pital  f^r  the  Navahos  at  Gallup,  N.  Mex. 
That  hospital  will  cost  $3  million.  Then 
another  hospital  will  be  built  for  the 
Navahos  within  their  reservation  at 
Shiprock.  That  will  cost  a  similar 
amount  of  money. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  am  delighted  to  hear  him  say  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  need  roads  and 
subsistence,  and  they  need  health  and 
education,  and  they  need  to  be  left 
alone,  instead  of  being  made  museum 
pieces. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  most  for¬ 
tunate  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  Helping  me  are 
chairmen  of  subcommittees  who  work 
very  patiently  and  for  very  long  hours. 
The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore] 
is  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads.  For  days  and  days  he  listened 
to  tales  of  woe  about  what  is  contained 
in  the  pending  bill.  He  is  the  one  who 
took  the  trouble  to  listen  and  to  get  the 
information  which  would  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  committee  to  make  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  to  the  Senate. 

I  am  now  going  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  to  proceed  with  the  de¬ 
tails  of  the  bill. 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  subcommittee  chair¬ 
men  who  have  the  privilege  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  serve  under  the  guidance  and 
leadership  of  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  are  fortunate  indeed. 
No  chairman  of  a  Senate  committee 
could  possibly  extend  greater  considera¬ 
tion  and  a  more  helpful  and  cooperative 
attitude,  nor  more  clearly  delegate  au¬ 
thority  and  responsibility,  than  does 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  very 
kind,  and  I  thank  him.  I  hope  that  we 
can  pass  the  bill  very  quickly. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  wish  to 
express  my  great  admiration  and  re¬ 
spect  for  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  and  for  the  out¬ 
standing  work  his  committee  always 
does.  I  am  very  appreciative  of  the 
promptness  with  which  he  has  acted  to 
meet  the  challenge  that  faces  the  Na¬ 
tion.  I  listened  with  great  interest  to 
the  presentation  the  Senator  made,  and 
I  shall  now  listen  with  equal  interest 
to  the  presentation  about  to  be  made  by 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 
I  thank  the  chairman  for  the  efficiency 
and  dispatch  with  which  he  has  acted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  served  with 
me  on  the  Committee  on  Post  Offices 
and  Post  Roads  when  he  was  chairman 
of  that  committee.  In  all  my  experi¬ 
ence  in  the  Senate  I  have  never  found 
a  man  who  was  more  devoted  to  a  task 
than  was  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
in  working  out  the  retirement  laws  for 
all  the  postal  employees — the  letter  car¬ 
riers,  clerks,  and  mail  handlers — and  I 
am  satisfied,  although  I  am  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
that  he  is  doing  just  as  fine  a  job  as 
chairman  of  that  committee  as  he  did 
when  he  was  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Offices  and  Post  Roads.  On 
the  tombstone  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  when  the 
time - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  the  Senator  not 
to  be  a  fanatic  about  it,  or  to  be  in  any 
hurry  about  it. 

Mr.  LANGER.  When  the  time  comes 
for  that,  the  epitaph  on  his  tombstone 
will  pay  tribute  to  the  great  service  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  rendered  on  the  retirement  bill 
in  behalf  of  everyone  in  the  postal  serv¬ 
ice  of  the  United  States.  He  did  a 
great  job. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  recall  vividly  when  I 
served  on  that  committee  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  had  about  as  much  to  do  with 
roads  as  the  Public  Works  Committee 
does  now.  It  used  to  be  the  Committee 
on  Post  Offices  and  Post  Roads,  and  it 
had  jurisdiction  over  legislation  pertain¬ 
ing  to  roads.  The  Committee  on  Public 
Works  did  not  come  into  the  picture  until 


the  passage  of  the  Reorganization  Act. 
After  that  the  functions  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  were  divided;  post  office  and  civil 
service  affairs  went  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  and  road 
matters  went  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  who 
is  an  able  constitutional  lawyer,  knows 
that  th  only  authority  this  body  has  to 
recommend  or  to  approve  legislation 
such  as  is  proposd  in  the  bill  now  before 
the  Senate  is  a  3-  or  4-line  paragraph  in 
the  Constitution  which  says  that  Con¬ 
gress  shall  have  power  to  establish  post 
offices  and  post  roads.  That  is  the  only 
reason  why  we  can  authorize  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  $27  billion  in  taxes  upon  the 
American  people  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  will,  in  the  unanimous 
view  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
provide  a  timely  acceleration  of  our 
highway  construction  program  so  as  to 
bring  into  being  needed  permanent  pub¬ 
lic  improvements  while,  at  the  same 
time,  providing  employment  opportuni¬ 
ties  and  otherwise  stimulating  our  econ¬ 
omy. 

The  increased  cost  of  vehicle  operation 
resulting  from  inadequate  highways  has 
been  estimated  at  approximately  1  cent 
per  mile,  or  in  excess  of  $5  billion  a  year. 
The  tragic  loss  of  life — more  than  37,000 
fatalities  last  year — and  the  untold  suf¬ 
fering  of  the  more  than  1  million  per¬ 
sons  who  are  injured  in  highway  acci¬ 
dents  each  year  cannot  be  measured  in 
terms  of  dollars.  The  staggering  propor¬ 
tions  of  highway  accidents  should  steel 
our  determination  to  improve  our  high¬ 
ways. 

This  improvement  is  made  the  more 
necessary  by  the  delay  in  accomplishing 
highway  improvements  during  the  years 
of  World  War  II,  the  Korean  conflict, 
and  the  period  immediately  following, 
because  of  the  shortage  of  materials  and 
labor.  Such  shortages  are  now  nowhere 
to  be  found ;  on  the  contrary,  unemploy¬ 
ment,  and  stockpiles  of  surplus  vehicles 
and  materials,  invite  the  use  of  the  un¬ 
employed  persons  and  machinery  for  the 
accomplishment  of  permanent  public 
improvements,  from  which  the  Nation 
now  and  in  the  future  will  benefit. 

The  economic  benefits  which  will  flow 
from  improved  highways,  as  reflected  in 
reduced  transportation  costs  and  de¬ 
creased  property  damage,  together  with 
the  reduction  in  the  number  of  deaths 
and  human  suffering,  are  in  themselves 
ample  justification  for  the  construction 
of  roads  which  will  be  made  possible  by 
the  funds  authorized  in  the  committee 
bill.  The  additional  jobs  which  will  be 
provided  through  highway  construction, 
and  the  additional  stimulation  to  our 
economy  which  will  result  from  the  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  funds  earned  by  those 
who  will  obtain  employment,  are  added 
dividends  at  a  time  when  they  are  sorely 
needed  to  shore  up  our  economy. 

The  President  has  estimated  that  one- 
seventh  of  all  Americans  owe  their  live¬ 
lihoods  to  occupations  which  are  con¬ 
nected  in  one  way  or  another  with  our 
highway  system.  Contemplate  that,  Mr. 
President.  One-seventh  of  all  Ameri¬ 
cans  owe  their  livelihoods  to  the  indus¬ 
tries  associated  with  highway  trans¬ 


portation.  Where  else,  then,  could  we 
proceed  more  sensitively,  quickly,  and 
effectively  to  reach  the  heart  and  the 
pulse  of  our  national  economy?  The 
additional  jobs  which  will  be  created 
by  an  accelerated  construction  program 
will  be  an  immediate  and  highly  bene¬ 
ficial,  but  by  no  means  the  only,  or  even 
the  major,  economic  benefit  to  be  de¬ 
rived  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Can  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  give  the  Senate 
an  estimate  of  the  number  of  additional 
jobs  which,  in  his  opinion,  will  result  in 
the  next  fiscal  year  from  the  enactment 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  concern 
evidenced  by  the  question  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader.  There  are  sev¬ 
eral  ways  in  which  the  matter  could  be 
viewed. 

First,  before  replying  directly  to  the 
able  Senator’s  question,  although  the 
number  of  job  opportunities  which  will 
actually  be  created  by  the  expenditure 
of  funds  under  the  terms  of  the  bill  is 
important,  they  are  not,  in  my  opinion, 
the  most  important  economic  stimula¬ 
tion.  The  confidence  of  the  people  in 
the  soundness  of  the  economy — there  is 
a  difference  between  confidence  in  the 
future  and  concern  about  the  future — 
is  more  important,  in  my  opinion,  than 
the  actual  Government  expenditure  itself, 

The  important  question  is,  How  are 
we  to  shore  up  that  confidence?  I  think 
the  most  effective  way  to  strengthen  the 
confidence  of  the  American  people  in  the 
future  of  the  economy  and  to  dispel 
their  uncertainty  and  apprehension 
about  the  future  is  to  have  the  Govern¬ 
ment  demonstrate  by  acts  that  it  is  de¬ 
termined  not  to  let  the  present  slump 
get  out  of  hand.  One  of  the  effective 
ways  of  doing  so,  in  my  opinion,  is  by 
the  enactment  of  the  pending  bill. 

To  come  more  directly  to  an  answer 
to  the  Senator’s  question,  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill  Federal  funds  will  be 
made  available  to  the  States  by  July  of 
this  year  which,  when  added  to  the 
State  matching  funds,  will  result  in  a 
$5^>  billion  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  This  amount  includes  the  sup¬ 
plemental  authorizations  for  fiscal 
1959,  which  would  be  apportioned  imme¬ 
diately  upon  the  enactment  of  the  bill, 
and  the  fiscal  1960  authorizations, 
which  would  be  apportioned  by  July  of 
this  year.  None  of  these  funds — none 
of  the  $51/4  billion — would  be  available 
during  this  calendar  year  without  the 
enactment  of  the  pending  bill  or  some 
other  bill.  ) 

In  terms  of  acceleration,  however,  if  it 
is  assumed  that  a  routine  authorization 
bill  providing,  for  fiscal  1960,  funds  for 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads 
would  be  passed  anyway — an  objective 
for  which  provision  is  made  by  the 
pending  bill — the  amounts  made  avail¬ 
able  by  July  of  this  year,  under  S, 
3414,  exceed  by  $1,800,000,000  the  amount 
which  would  otherwise  be  made  available 
on  December  31,  1958.  The  bill,  there¬ 
fore,  not  only  makes  more  funds  avail¬ 
able,  but  also  moves  the  date  of  appor- 
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tionment  from  December  31,  1958,  to 
July  1958. 

On  the  basis  of  information  supplied 
by  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials,  it  is  estimated  that 
the  prompt  enactment  of  Senate  bill 
3414  will  bring  about  obligation  by  the 
States,  during  the  remainder  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1958,  of  highway  funds  total¬ 
ing  $2,720,000^)00,  over  and  above  the 
amount  which  would  be  put  under  con¬ 
tract  in  the  absence  of  this  proposed 
legislation.  Thus  it  can  be  said  that  the 
pending  bill  would  bring  about  the  ini¬ 
tiation  of  $2,720,000,000  worth  of  high¬ 
way  work  during  this  calendar  year,  over 
and  above  the  amounts  which  otherwise 
would  be  begun. 

If  we  translate  that  amount  of  expend¬ 
iture  into  terms  of  man-years  of  employ¬ 
ment,  we  arrive  at  the  very  conservative 
estimate  of  520,000  man-year  jobs.  I 
believe  it  is  more  conservative  than  real¬ 
istic-  to  estimate  on  a  man-year  basis, 
because,  as  the  able  Senator  from  Texas 
knows,  highway  construction  is  concen¬ 
trated  in  the  good-weather  months  of 
the  year.  But  in  order  to  be  conserva¬ 
tive,  I  have  chosen  to  answer  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader’s  inquiry  by  giving  a  con¬ 
servative  estimate,  based  on  man-year 
jobs. 

That  brings  us  to  the  large  total  of 
520,000  man-years  of  employment  op¬ 
portunities.  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
when  half  a  million  people  have  jobs, 
they  are  able  to  pay  their  grocery  bills, 
buy  clothes  for  their  children,  make  pay¬ 
ments  on  their  automobiles,  and  thus 
avoid  repossessions,  pay  their  rents,  and 
perhaps  build  homes.  Thus  the  economy 
is  stimulated,  in  my  opinion,  far  more 
than  that  job  figure  indicates.  This 
estimate  of  520,000  man-year  jobs  is  only 
an  estimate  of  the  actual  job  opportu¬ 
nities  which  in  1958  would  be  provided, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  means  of  the 
contract  obligations  made  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill.  The  estimate  does  not 
relate  to  the  general  stimulation  to  the 
economy. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Talmadge  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Texas? 

.  Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  wish  to 
congratulate  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  for  the  thoroughness  with  which  he 
has  replied  to  my  question.  It  is  char¬ 
acteristic  of  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

I  wish  to  observe  that  I  share  his  view¬ 
point  that  it  is  extremely  important  that 
the  170  million  people  who  make  up  the 
population  of  the  United  States  have 
confidence  in  the  future  of  the  country 
and  in  the  ability  of  our  democratic 
processes  to  cope  with  any  challenge 
which  confronts  the  Nation. 

But  I  believe  it  is  extremely  important 
that  the  processes  of  Government  be  put 
to  work,  not  by  means  of  what  some 
call  a  massive,  long-term,  long-drawn- 
out  public-works  program,  but  by  a 
housing  program  which  can  be  felt  im¬ 
mediately,  and  which  it  is  estimated  will 


put  600,000  men  to  work;  and  by  a  roads 
program  which  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  says  will  employ  an  additional 
520,000  men  during  this  calendar  year. 
If  the  Congress  and  the  Executive  to¬ 
gether  will  face  up  to  the  realities  of  to¬ 
day,  I  believe  we  shall  be  very  proud  of 
our  system,  because,  as  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  so  well  stated  a  few  days  ago 
in  the  Public  Work  Committee,  it  is 
much  cheaper  to  prevent  a  depression 
than  to  get  out  of  one. 

I  realize  that  these  may  not  be  the 
only  steps  we  need  to  take.  I  believe 
that  whatever  it  is  necessary  to  do  will 
have  to  be  done.  Studies  and  reviews 
are  constantly  being  made  of  other  fields 
which  will  permit  our  people  to  face  up 
to  this  challenge  and  be  equal  to  it. 

But  I  am  glad  the  Senator’s  subcom¬ 
mittee  has — as  a  result  of  his  diligence 
and  his  leadership — produced  for  the 
full  committee  and  for  the  Senate,  a  bill 
which  I  understand  has  been  unani¬ 
mously  reported  from  the  committee. 
My  understanding  is  that  the  only  dif¬ 
ferences  among  the  members  of  the 
committee  do  not  relate  to  the  wisdom 
of  a  road-building  progi'am.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  differences  among  the 
members  of  the  committee  are  in  regard 
to  other  matters  related  to  billboards 
and  perhaps  utility  apportionments.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  that  the  bill  has  been 
reported  to  the  Senate  by  a  unanimous 
vote  of  the  members  of  the  committee, 
with  the  exception  of  the  vote  on  those 
two  items? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  for  the  states¬ 
manship  they  have  displayed  and  for 
their  willingness  to  act  in  a  bipartisan 
manner  in  an  hour  of  great  trial. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Roads  and  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  as  a  whole  have  con¬ 
stantly  striven  to  avoid  partisanship  in 
connection  with  highway  legislation. 
We  do  not  feel  that  partisanship  has  a 
part  in  it.  Democrats  and  Republicans 
alike  are  being  killed  on  the  highways. 
Unfortunately,  ouf  highways  have  been 
growing  worse,  instead  of  better.  In 
other  words,  highway  improvement  has 
for  the  past  decade  fallen  far  behind. 

On  yesterday,  in  Nashville,  Tenn.,  I 
attended  a  convention  of  home  build¬ 
ers,  mortgage  bankers,  and  representa¬ 
tives  of  building  and  loan  associations. 
A  speaker  who  preceded  rqe  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  asked  for  a  show  of  hands,  first 
by  those  who  thought  there  would  be 
more  new  home  starts  this  year  than 
last  year.  Then  he  asked  for  a  show 
of  hands  by  those  who  thought  there 
would  be  fewer  starts  this  year.  I  was 
impressed  by  the  fact  that  fully  three- 
fourths  of  the  persons  there  did  not  ex¬ 
press  an  opinion  either  one  way  or  the 
other.  That  seemed  to  me  to  demon¬ 
strate  the  uncertainty  which  has  seized 
business  leaders  and  the  people  of  the 
country. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  take  the  steps 
necessary  to  give  to  the  country  assur¬ 
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ance  that  the  Government  will  not  per¬ 
mit  a  recession  to  slide  into  a  depres¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
the  statement  he  has  just  made. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  a  certain 
amount  of  propaganda  is  being  spread 
around  the  country  about  the  uncer¬ 
tainty  of  action  by  the  Congress,  and  in 
view  of  the  statements  being  made 
about  prophets  of  gloom  and  doom,  and 
in  view  of  the  political  implications 
which  have  been  made  about  the  reces¬ 
sion  we  are  in — although  I  am  sure  that 
today  no  one  in  the  country  would  not 
admit  that  we  are  in  a  recession,  at 
least — I  wonder  whether  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  recalls  that  action  taken 
py  this  body,  under  the  leadership  of 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son]  ,  has  been  on  a  bipartisan  basis.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct.  I  think 
the  votes  taken  thus  far  have  been  al¬ 
most  unanimous,  if  not  unanimous. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Very  well. 

To  date  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  has  submitted  two  resolutions 
stating  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  administration  be  re¬ 
quested  to  accelerate  civil  works  proj¬ 
ects  and  defense  projects  which  already 
have  been  authorized,  and  for  which 
funds  have  already  been  appropriated? 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  And  on  both  of 
those  resolutions  there  was  only  one  dis¬ 
senting  vote.  Then  we  have  the  housing 
program,  calling  for  an  expenditure  of 
$1,800,000,000,  which  will  put  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  people  to  work.  As  I 
recall,  that  bill  was  passed  unanimously 
by  this  body. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Eighty-six 
yeas  to  no  nays. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Eighty-six  yeas  to 
no  nays,  was  the  vote. 

Recalling  a  statement  made  earlier  in 
the  debate  on  the  highway  program,  the 
pending  bill  was  reported  unanimously 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  So,  on  the  basis  of 
the  constructive,  responsible  record  to 
date,  I  would  say,  that  there  has  been 
no  panic  so  far  as  the  Senate  or  the 
House  of  Representatives  is  concerned; 
that  we  have  moved  deliberately,  know¬ 
ing  what  we  are  doing,  and  endeavoring 
to  alleviate  the  recession  throughout  the 
country;  and  that  we  have  done  it  in  a 
responsible,  bipartisan,  nonpolitical 
manner.  Does  the  Senator  agree? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  fully  with  the 
Senator  from  Montana;  and  I  would  re¬ 
spectfully  suggest  to  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  members  of  his  Cabinet,  and  the 
spokesmen  for  his  administration,  that 
faint  heart  never  won  fair  lady. 

Following  me  on  the  program  in  Nash¬ 
ville  yesterday,  to  which  I  have  already 
alluded,  there  was  a  spokesman  for  the 
White  House,  Mr.  Howard  Pyle.  In  the 
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first  part  of  his  speech  he  seemed  to 
condemn  thoroughly  what  some  people 
call  massive  public  works.  Why,  sud¬ 
denly,  everything  is  condemned  by  use 
of  the  word  “massive”  I  do  not  know. 
In  the  latter  part  of  his  speech  he  de¬ 
lineated  the  various  public  works  pro¬ 
grams  and  expenditures  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  brought  into  being  or 
now  recommends. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  quite  so  effective 
as  it  could  be  for  an  administration 
spokesman  to  condemn  antirecession  acts 
on  the  one  hand,  and  then  recommend 
them  in  the  same  statement.  I  think 
there  should  be  more  forthrightness, 
more  determination.  I  believe  more 
forthrightness  and  more  determination 
would  have  more  effectively  stimulated 
confidence  than  have  the  fainthearted 
expressions  we  have  heard.  Even  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  accomplished  the  re¬ 
markable  political  feat  of  both  condemn¬ 
ing  and  recommending  public  works  in 
the  same  statement. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  have  been  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  President’s  remarks  concern¬ 
ing  make-work  projects,  and  I  put  the 
words  “make  work”  in  quotation  marks. 
Does  the  Senator  recall  any  action  taken 
by  this  body  this  year  which  would  in 
any  way  have  any  relation  to  make-work 
projects? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  depends  upon  the 
interpretation  of  the  expression.  I 
should  like  to  know  what  the  administra¬ 
tion  means  by  make  work,  what  it  means 
by  massive,  and  what  it  means  by  other 
terms  which  have  been  used.  Insofar  as 
concerns  a  program  which  has  but  one 
objective,  providing  work,  I  do  not  know 
what  it  means.  Insofar  as  concerns  bills 
to  stimulate  the  economy  by  doing  two 
things;  first,  providing  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  permanent,  needed  public  im¬ 
provements;  and,  second,  furnishing 
thereby  additional  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities,  the  pending  bill  is  a  prime  ex¬ 
ample.  The  housing  program  is  another 
prime  example. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  To  use  another  expression,  does 
the  Senator  know  of  any  leaf -raking 
projects  which  have  been  advocated,  pro¬ 
posed,  or  passed  by  this  body? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  know  of  no  Member  of 
this  body  who  has  proposed  a  leaf-raking 
project,  or  who  has  proposed  “boondog¬ 
gling.”  I  know  of  a  number  of  Senators 
who  have  voted  for  a  resolution  recom¬ 
mending  acceleration  of  a  public  works 
program  to  provide  permanent  public 
improvements  so  as  to  stimulate  the 
economy,  and  with  this  latter  view  I  have 
been  associated. 

I  should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  that 
it  was  8  weeks  ago  today  when  I  rose  at 
this  deck  and  said,  frankly,  after  study¬ 
ing  the  economic  indices  of  our  economy, 
that  I  thought  we  were  in  a  recession. 
On  that  day  I  introduced  a  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  public  works  program.  I  called 
for  an  accelerated  highway  program,  ex¬ 
pansion  and  liberalization  of  credit,  re¬ 
laxation  of  the  tight-money  policy,  a  vig¬ 
orous  home-building  program,  urban  re¬ 
development,  river  and  harbor  improve¬ 


ments,  and  a  stabilization  of  farm  in¬ 
come.  I  will  say  to  my  able  colleague 
from  Montana,  in  all  candor  and  frank¬ 
ness,  that  from  Maine  to  California,  and 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  I 
was  denounced  more  scathingly  for  those 
words  and  those  actions  than  I  had  pre¬ 
viously  been  during  my  20  years  in  public 
life. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  I  recall  some  of  those  state¬ 
ments.  I  recall  some  of  the  news  stories. 
I  recall  what  the  Senator  said  on  this 
floor,  after  having  made  a  trip  to  his 
home  State  of  Tennessee,  after  having 
seen  people  who  were  out  of  work ;  after 
having  seen  people  who  were  on  relief. 
But  also  I  think  the  Senator  should  re¬ 
ceive  some  satisfaction  from  the  fact 
that  what  he  said  then  has  been  proven 
true,  and  that  the  measures  which  he 
advocated  8  weeks  ago  are  now  coming 
to  full  fruition. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  my  able  col¬ 
league  from  Montana  for  his  very  gen¬ 
erous  remarks. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Montana  has  pointed  to  a  subject 
which  in  these  days  needs  much  em¬ 
phasis,  because  there  is  certainly  the 
suggestion,  in  the  remarks  of  those  who 
are  high  in  the  councils  of  the  present 
administration,  that  any  public  works 
project  is  questionable;  and  certainly 
there  is  the  added  suggestion  in  such  re¬ 
marks  that  pubic  works  pi'ojects  are 
somehow  make-work  or  leaf-raking 
projects,  and  thex-ef ore  projects  to  be  re¬ 
sorted  to  only  in  the  last  extremity. 

In  the  light  of  that  viewpoint,  I  think 
it  ought  to  be  said,  with  reference  to  the 
PWA  and  the  WPA,  which  the  gentle¬ 
men  making  those  remarks  apparently 
have  in  mind,  that  there  is  much  evi¬ 
dence,  even  today,  that  those  projects, 
undertaken  in  the  years  of  the  great  de¬ 
pression,  in  the  New  Deal  years,  in  the 
1930’s,  contributed  lasting  benefits  to 
the  people.  I  know  that  in  the  cities  of 
my  own  State  of  Idaho  one  can  travel 
from  place  to  place  today  and  still  find 
boulevards,  bridges,  parks,  playgrounds, 
schools,  and  hospitals  which  were  built 
by  the  unemployed  under  the  WPA  and 
the  PWA,  in  the  dark  years  of  that  de¬ 
pression,  and  which  are  still  contribut¬ 
ing  to  the  lasting  benefit  of  the  people  a 
generation  later. 

Lest  there  be  any  misunderstanding 
with  respect  to  the  kind  of  public  works 
projects  which  are  now  securing  the  ap¬ 
proval  and  support  of  the  Congress,  let 
it  be  pointed  out  we  are  not  now  consid¬ 
ering,  nor  have  have  we  considered  at 
any  time  during  the  present  session,  any 
sort  of  leaf-raking  or  make-work  proj¬ 
ects.  We  have  been  considering  homes 
for  the  familities  of  America,  and  dams, 
in  the  interest  of  comprehensive  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  river  resources,  which 
will  contribute  energy  and  will  con¬ 
tribute  water  to  the  arid  lands  of  Amer¬ 
ica  for  generations  to  come. 


In  the  bill  now  pending  before  the 
Senate  we  are  considering  the  accelera¬ 
tion  of  a  highway  building  program 
which  will  last  for  decades,  which  is 
already  badly  needed.  As  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  well  knows,  this  bill  will 
merely  contribute  toward  putting  back 
on  schedule  the  program  which  was 
adopted  by  the  Congress  several  years 
ago. 

I  have  only  recently  become  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
but  it  has  been  my  privilege  to  watch 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  in  action,  so  to  speak,  with  respect 
to  the  highway  question.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  see  him  conduct  a  public 
hearing  in  Idaho,  my  own  State,  last  De¬ 
cember.  I  have  participated  with  much 
interest  in  the  deliberations  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  on  the  pending 
bill. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  that  I  think  he 
is  making  a  great  contribution  to  the 
welfare  of  the  country  in  the  leadership 
he  has  shown  in  advancing  the  bill, 
steering  it  through  the  committee,  and 
speaking  on  its  behalf  today  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Chamber.  We  are  considering  a  bill 
which  meets  a  real  national  need.  We 
are  considering  a  bill  which  will  stimu¬ 
late  our  sagging  economy  and  provide 
a  half  million  additional  jobs.  Finally, 
we  are  considering  a  bill  which  will  re¬ 
sult  in  a  network  of  highways  scattered 
throughout  the  country,  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  lasting  benefits  for  the  people  of 
America,  not  only  this  year,  but  next 
year  and  in  the  future  for  as  long  ahead 
as  we  can  see. 

For  these  reasons  I  commend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  the  work  he  has  done  and  as¬ 
sure  him  that  I  am  pleased  to  join  en¬ 
thusiastically  in  support  of  the  bill  now 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  my  able,  dis¬ 
tinguished,  and  generous  friend,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Idaho.  He  has  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  the  pending  measure. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  him  in 
this  Chamber  in  years  to  come.  He  has 
brought  to  the  Senate  a  freshness  of 
point  of  view,  an  ability  to  foresee,  and 
an  eloquence  to  express  his  aspirations 
and  those  of  his  people  for  America, 
from  which  in  my  opinion,  the  Senate 
and  the  country  will  long  benefit. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Rtr.  President,  will  the 
'Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  great  interest  to  the  col¬ 
loquy  engaged  in  by  my  distinguished 
colleagues  from  Montana,  Tennessee,  and 
Idaho,  particularly  with  reference  to  the 
attitude  of  the  Eisenhower  administra¬ 
tion  toward  the  present  recession.  I 
wonder  if  my  good  friend  from  Tennessee 
would  agree  with  my  analysis  if  I  ex¬ 
pressed  the  idea  a  little  differently. 

The  Eisenhower  administration  seems 
to  love  to  bring  up  phrases  like  “made 
work  of  dubious  value”  for  the  purpose 
of  discrediting  efforts  of  Members  of 
Congress  to  find  ways  and  means  by  pub¬ 
lic-works  programs  to  put  people  back 
to  work.  It  is  my  suggestion  that  the 
blind  spot  of  the  Eisenhower  adminis¬ 
tration  is  that  it  has  no  appreciation 
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of  how  obsolete  much  of  the  public  sec¬ 
tor  of  our  economy  is. 

I  recall  for  my  friend  from  Tennessee 
the  famous  comment  of  Abraham  Lin¬ 
coln,  which  both  sides  of  the  aisle  are  so 
wont  to  quote : 

The  legitimate  object  of  Government  is  to 
do  for  the  people  what  needs  to  be  done,  but 
which  they  cannot  by  individual  effort,  do 
at  all, -or  do  so  well,  for  themselves. 

I  point  to  my  own  distress  at  seeing 
the  Eisenhower  administration  back 
away  from  its  program  for  school  con¬ 
struction,  which  would  put  people  back 
to  work  at  a  time  when  we  know  many 
thousands  of  our  schools  are  obsolete  and 
many  more  thousands  of  additional 
schools  are  necessary,  which  local  and 
State  tax  resources  cannot  buy. 

I  invite  my  friend’s  attention  to  a  sub¬ 
ject  in  which  he  has  perhaps  an  even 
greater  interest,  which  is  river  valley 
development.  I  invite  his  attention  to 
the  utterly  unrealistic  partnership  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  Eisenhower  administration, 
which  has  prevented  the  further  and 
needed  development  of  the  great  rivers 
in  the  State  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nesee  and  the  great  rivers  in  the  State  of 
the  Senator  from  Idaho,  and  has  pre¬ 
vented  even  a  beginning  of  the  long 
overdue  development  of  the  three  great 
river  basins  in  my  State:  the  Delaware, 
the  Susquehanna,  and  the  Ohio-Alle- 
gheny-Monongahela. 

I  invite  my  friend’s  attention  to  what 
must  have  been  a  calculated  plan  to  cut 
down  urban  redevelopment  and  shun 
clearance,  through  the  desire  of  the  Ei¬ 
senhower  administration  to  throw  back 
on  the  States  and  localities  a  fiscal  bur¬ 
den  which  they  cannot  possibly  bear. 

Finally,  I  invite  to  my  friehd’s  at¬ 
tention  the  something  less  than  enthusi¬ 
asm  displayed  for  his  own  timely  bill  to 
speed  up  the  modernization  of  our  road 
system  by  putting  into  that  system 
quickly  and  at  once  vast  additional 
sums,  which  will  probably  put  people 
back  to  work  quicker  than  anything  else. 

So  I  wind  up  a  pretty  long  question 
with  the  inquiry  as  to  whether  my 
friend  from  Tennessee  feels  that  we  must 
somehow,  in  some  way,  awaken  this  ad¬ 
ministration  to  the  great  and  unmet 
needs  in  the  public  works  field.  The 
highway  program  is  an  outstanding  ex¬ 
ample  of  a  development  which  is  badly 
needed  to  create  wealth.  The  purpose  is 
neither  to  rake  leaves  nor  to  make  work 
of  dubious  value,  but  instead  to  create 
wealth  in  the  public  sector  of  our  econ¬ 
omy  which,  under  the  administration  of 
our  friends  across  the  aisle,  has  been  so 
sadly  neglected  for  the  past  5  years. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  erudition  evidenced  by  the 
statement  and  the  question.  Wealth  is 
created  by  the  application  of  effort,  the 
combination  of  capital  and  labor.  A 
dam  in  an  effective  river  valley  develop¬ 
ment  which  will  provide  energy  to  turn 
the  wheels  of  production  is,  in  any  rea¬ 
sonable  sense,  an  acquisition  of  wealth, 
of  capital  improvement  and  structure 
to  our  Nation. 

Viewed  in  a  long-term  sense,  particu¬ 
larly  since  the  very  survival  of  our  way 
of  life  depends  on  the  quality  of  our  edu¬ 
cation,  the  construction  of  adequate 


school  facilities  adds  to  the  wealth,  and 
more  particularly  to  the  strength  and 
security  of  the  United  States. 

That  is  true  in  an  equal  sense  of  urban 
redevelopment  and  the  elimination  of 
slums. 

It  was  in  a  debate  on  this  particular 
subject  about  a  year  ago  that  I  heard 
the  able  junior  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  startle  a  number  of  Members  of 
this  body  with  the  statement  that  in  his 
opinion  the  President’s  budget  was  not 
large  enough.  How  right  the  Senate r 
was.  But,  oh,  how  he  was  condemned 
for  his  statement  at  the  time. 

The  Senator  has  referred  to  the  cold 
water  being  thrown  upon  the  efforts  of 
Members  of  this  body  to  bring  about 
stimulation  of  our  economy.  He  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  such  tactics  as  efforts  to  dis¬ 
credit  the  activities  of  Members  of  this 
body.  That  may  be.  However,  I  am 
more  concerned  with  the  effect  of  such 
action  in  diminishing  the  effectiveness 
not  only  of  what  is  done  in  this  body, 
but  also  of  the  actions  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration  itself. 

Why  must  an  act  be  condemned  on 
the  one  hand,  and  found  necessary  on 
the  other — and  sometimes  in  the  same 
statement?  Fear  breeds  upon  fear,  and 
confidence  grows  upon  confidence. 

I  do  not  say  these  things  in  a  partisan 
sense.  I  started  by  saying  that  I  was 
offering  a  suggestion.  The  real  leader¬ 
ship  against  the  recession  has  come  from 
the  Chamber  in  which  the  able  Senator 
and  I  have  the  great  honor  and  privilege 
of  serving.  Members  of  this  body  have 
not  undertaken  to  provide  national  lead¬ 
ership  because  of  any  desire  to  usurp  the 
powers  of  the  Presidency.  Indeed,  we 
are  trying  to  persuade  and  help  the 
President  to  do  the  job  he  should  be  doing 
himself. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  that  the  Senator  has  so  ably  am¬ 
plified  my  own  thinking.  I  think  he  and 
I  are  in  accord,  that  if  this  suggestion 
were  partisan  it  would  be  valueless,  be¬ 
cause  under  our  constitutional  system  of 
checks  and  balances  executive  leader¬ 
ship  is  vested  in  the  White  House,  where 
it  properly  belongs. 

We  in  this  body  can  do  not  more  than 
to  suggest,  advise,  and  consent.  I  some¬ 
times  have  the  feeling  that  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  and  a  number  of  his  colleagues,  in¬ 
cluding  myself,  are  trying  to  push  water 
uphill,  against  an  inertia  where  leader¬ 
ship  should  exist.  It  is  discouraging  at 
times. 

Many  of  my  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  aisle  have  also  made  suggestions  as 
to  how  leadership  should  be  grasped  at 
the  other  end  of  Pennsylvania  Avenue. 
This  is  not  a  partisan  subject,  and  I  am 
glad  my  friend  has  noted  that  fact. 
However,  I  am  sure  he  will  agree  with 
me  that  while  we  in  the  Legislature  do 
our  best  to  suggest  or  recommend,  no 
one  can  take  the  place  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States  in  exercising  the 
leadership  on  which  the  future  welfare 
and  well-being  of  the  country  depend. 

Mr.  GORE.  No  one  can  provide  the 
leadership  which  this  country  requires 
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and  deserves  except  one  clothed  with  the 
power,  the  glory,  the  honor,  and  the 
prestige  of  the  Presidency  of  the  United 
States. 

In  the  absence  of  adequate  leadership, 
Members  of  the  United  States  Congress 
have  no  choice  but  to  do  the  best  they 
can,  inadequate  though  that  may  be, 
within  the  liimts  within  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  organized  and  constiutionally 
empowered  to  act.  We  have  no  patriotic 
choice  but  to  do  the  best  we  can  under 
the  circumstances. 

What  can  we  do?  We  can  propose. 
We  can  investigate.  We  can  make 
committee  reports.  We  can  articulate 
our  views  and  sentiments,  voicing  the 
will  and  the  needs  of  the  people  in  the 
Chamber  of  the  United  States  Senate. 

We  can  undertake  to  contribute  the 
best  thinking  of  which  our  intellects  are 
capable.  We  can  legislate.  We  can 
enact  programs,  but  the  Congress  can¬ 
not  administer  the  programs.  We  can 
make  appropriations  and  urge  their  use, 
but  under  the  Constitution  we  cannot 
spend  the  mbney. 

We  can  authorize  contracts,  but  we 
cannot  sign  them.  There  are  things  that 
the  Congress  can  do,  and  things  that 
the  Congress  cannot  do. 

I  am  proud  that  the  Congress  is  under¬ 
taking  to  do  the  things  of  which  it  is 
capable,  and  that  it  is  undertaking  to 
persuade  the  President  and  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  to  do  those 
things  which,  in  the  view  of  the  Congress, 
the  representatives  of  the  people,  are 
necessary  to  be  done. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  wish  to  thank  my  good 
friend  for  his  courtesy  in  permitting  me 
to  interrupt  the  fine  address  he  is  de¬ 
livering  on  the  subject.  It  is  always  a 
satisfaction  and  a  pleasure  to  listen  to 
him. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  one  addi¬ 
tional  thing.  On  Tuesday,  week  before 
last,  the  administration  came  before  the 
Highway  Subcommittee  and  opposed  the 
pending  bill.  On  Friday  of  the  same 
week  the  bill  was  reported  unanimously, 
with  respect  to  all  except  two  sections. 

I  should  like  to  see  the  administration 
wake  up  and  realize  the  danger  to  the 
American  economy  and  to  American  se¬ 
curity.  I  regret  that  this  particular 
question  has  arisen  during  the  course 
of  my  discussion  of  the  pending  bill  and 
its  contents.  I  should  like  now  to  return 
to  the  pending  bill. 

Mi*.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  automobile  industry, 
the  petroleum  industry,  the  trucking  in¬ 
dustry,  motels,  filling  stations,  tourist 
courts,  roadside  parking  facilities,  and 
innumerable  other  industries  associated 
with  highway  transportation,  and  in¬ 
deed,  the  general  public  will  receive 
benefits  from  improved  highways.  On 
this  point,  insofar  as  I  know,  all  are 
agreed. 

Of  more  immediate  concern,  however, 
is  the  provision  of  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  the  mounting  numbers  of 
the  unemployed,  about  whom  we  are 
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all  currently  concerned.  Evidence  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  originating  in  a  survey  conducted 
by  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  indicates  that 
for  every  dollar  spent  in  highway  con¬ 
struction,  90  cents  goes  for  wages,  either 
directly  for  on-the-job  labor,  or  indi¬ 
rectly  for  labor  performed  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  materials  and  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  equipment  used  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  process. 

Under  the  pending  bill,  funds  will  be 
made  available  this  year,  which,  when 
added  to  matching  funds  put  up  by  the 
States,  will  provide  for  a  highway  con¬ 
struction  program  of  $5.4  billion  on  the 
Federal-aid  highway  systems  alone.  In 
excess  of  $100  million  additional  will  be 
made  available  this  year  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  in  our  national 
forests,  our  national  parks,  and  other 
areas  within  the  public  domain. 

It  is  true  that  not  all  of  these  funds 
will  actually  be  paid  out  of  the  Treasury 
during  this  coming  fiscal  year.  A  sub¬ 
stantial  portion  of  them  will  be  obligated 
by  contract  during  this  year,  however, 
and  this  amount,  when  added  to  sums 
already  programed  from  funds  previ¬ 
ously  made  available,  will  approach  that 
figure.  On  the  basis  of  testimony  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committee  by  State  high¬ 
way  officials  and  representatives  of  the 
road-building  industry,  I  am  confident 
that  our  State  highway  departments  and 
the  industry  can  quickly  gear  their  pro¬ 
grams  to  the  annual  construction  rate 
authorized  in  the  bill  before  the  Senate. 

I  turn  now,  Mr.  President,  to  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  major  provisions  of  the  bill  as 
reported  by  the  committee.  I  will  deal, 
first,  with  the  authorization  provisions 
for  the  Interstate  System;  secondly,  with 
the  sums  authorized  for  the  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  systems,  and  for 
highway  construction  on  Federal  lands; 
and,  finally,  with  miscellaneous  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill  which  make  certain 
changes  in  existing  highway  law. 

This  recognition  of  the  prime  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Federal  Government  for  a 
system  of  interstate  and  defense  high¬ 
ways  illustrates  that  as  our  Nation  grows 
more  complex  and  populous,  more  and 
more  problems  become  national  in  char¬ 
acter.  Two  Presidents  of  the  United 
States  vetoed  Federal  highway  bills 
partly  on  the  ground  that  highways  were 
local  responsibilities.  Who  can  say  now, 
when  the  strength  of  our  economy  and 
the  strength  of  our  national  defense  in 
a  very  realistic  sense  are  tied  to  trans¬ 
portation  and  communication,  that  ade¬ 
quate  highways  are  local  problems?  In¬ 
deed,  the  need  for  adequate  highways  is 
a  national  problem. 

The  act  of  1956  proclaimed  explicitly 
the  recognition  on  the  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  of  its  primary  respon¬ 
sibility  for  financing  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  of  highways  connecting  the  major 
metropolitan  centers  of  the  United 
States.  The  act  of  1956  authorized  the 
apportionment  over  a  13-year  period  of 
funds  sufficient,  on  the  basis  of  cost  esti¬ 
mates  then  submitted  to  Congress,  to 
complete  this  system  of  highways  by 
1972,  to  standards  adequate  to  meet  the 
traffic  needs  of  1975, 


Since  passage  of  the  act  of  1956,  re¬ 
vised  cost  estimates  have  been  submitted 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  reflecting' 
a  37  percent  increase  over  the  estimates 
upon  which  the  authorizations  in  the 
1956  act  were  based. 

In  the  absence  of  additional  appro¬ 
priations  to  the  highway  trust  fund, 
which  was  not  recommended  in  the  bud¬ 
get,  certain  restrictions  contained  in  the 
financing  provisions  of  the  1956  act  pre¬ 
vent  apportionment  this  year  of  the  sums 
authorized  for  fiscal  1960,  in  the  amount 
of  $2.2  billion,  as  provided  in  the  act. 

The  Secretary  advised  the  committee 
that  he  would  be  unable  to  apportion 
any  amount  in  July  of  this  year,  the 
normal  time  at  which  fiscal  1960  funds 
would  be  made  available  for  obligation; 
that  the  1960  apportionment  would  be 
deferred  until  December,  and  would  be 
made  available  at  that  time  in  the  re¬ 
duced  amount  of  $1.6  billion. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  in  the  absence 
of  appropriate  action  by  this  Congress 
we  are  faced  with  a  slowdown,  or  a 
stretchout,  in  our  interstate  highway 
construction  program  just  as  it  is  gain¬ 
ing  momentum  and  at  a  time  when  cur¬ 
tailment  of  highway  construction  would 
have  an  adverse  effect  upon  our  econ¬ 
omy,  already  suffering  a  serious  down¬ 
turn.  Unless  we  act  to  restore  the  time 
schedule  contained  in  the  1956  act,  the 
completion  of  our  Interstate  System  will 
be  extended  to  1980,  or  possibly  later. 
Under  such  conditions,  these  magnifi¬ 
cent  highways  would  be  obsolete  before 
they  are  even  constructed. 

The  act  of  1956  was  specific  in  de¬ 
claring,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  the  intent 
of  the  Congress  to  take  such  action  as 
might  be  necessary  to  adhere  to  this  time 
schedule  set  forth  in  that  act.  Your 
committee  believes  that  the  increases  in 
authorizations  for  the  Interstate  System 
provided  in  this  bill  will  be  reasonably 
sufficient  to  insure  construction  progress 
during  fiscal  years  1959,  1960,  and  1961 
adequate  to  maintain  the  time  schedule 
in  the  act.  We  have  increased  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  fiscal  1959  to  $2.2  billion 
by  authorizing  a  supplemental  appor¬ 
tionment  of  $200  million.  This  $200  mil¬ 
lion  will  become  immediately  available 
upon  enactment  of  the  pending  bill.  The 
authorizations  for  the  years  1960  and 
1961  are  each  increased  from  $2.2  billion 
to  $2.5  billion.  The  authorization  for 
1960,  under  the  terms  of  the  pending 
bill,  can  be  apportioned  in  July  of  this 
year. 

The  committee  has  deferred  its  de¬ 
cision  on  increasing  the  authorizations 
for  the  years  1962  through  1969  because 
of  the  presentation  to  it  of  certain  en¬ 
couraging  information,  which  I  am  sure 
will  be  of  interest  to  the  Senate.  The 
committee  was  informed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Works,  and  other  witnesses, 
particularly  Governor  Harriman  of  New 
York,  that  contracts  awarded  for  the 
actual  construction  of  the  Interstate 
System  have  been  let  in  amounts  which 
are  in  some  cases  substantially  below 
the  cost  estimates  submitted  to  Congress. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 


Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  As  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  knows,  I  spoke  to  him 
several  days  ago  about  some  of  the 
aspects  of  the  highway  bill,  and  said  that 
I  was  hopeful  an  opportunity  would  be 
presented  for  me  to  discuss  it  with  him 
in  our  offices.  That  opportunity  did  not 
arise.  I  became  ill  shortly  after  that, 
and  then  an  accumulation  of  work  made 
it  impossible  for  me  to  ask  him  the 
questions  I  had  in  mind. 

Judging  by  what  I  have  seen  in  my 
own  State,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  Federal  Highway  System  is  being 
constructed - 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  the  Senator  referring 
to  the  Interstate  System? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Interstate 
System.  It  is  being  constructed  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  ideas  of  the  engineers  who 
plan  and  the  contractors  who  build, 
rather  than  according  to  the  ideas  of  the 
areas  to  be  served.  I  doubt  that  half  a 
dozen  ordinary  cities  and  communities  in 
Wyoming  actually  will  be  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System.  In  Cheyenne,  or 
right  next  door  to  Cheyenne,  there  has 
been  a  military  base  for  many  years.  It 
was  first  known  as  Fort  D.  A.  Russell; 
then  it  became  Fort  Francis  E.  Warren, 
named  after  the  great  Senator  from 
Wyoming:  it  is  now  known  as  Warren 
Air  Force  Base. 

The  Interstate  Highway  System  which 
is  now  being  constructed  has  resulted  in 
the  erection  of  an  earthen  bastion  which 
shuts  off  the  base  from  the  town.  I  my¬ 
self  have  inspected  one  of  the  streets  of 
the  city,  as  it  runs  north  and  south.  It 
used  to  face  the  Warren  Air  Force  base; 
it  now  faces  a  big  bank  upon  which  the 
Interstate  Highway  stands.  That,  in  my 
judgment,  has  greatly  decreased  the 
value  of  the  properties  along  that  road. 

What  assurance  have  we  that  in  the 
further  extension  which  is  being  pro¬ 
posed,  full  opportunity  will  be  granted 
to  local  communities  to  protect  them¬ 
selves  from  such  treatment?  I  am 
aware  that  the  State  highway  commis¬ 
sions  are  consulted,  but  charges  have 
been  made  to  me  which  I  have  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  investigate,  that  the 
State  highway  commissions  do  not  pay 
any  attention  to  local  ordinances,  be¬ 
cause  the  general  concept  is  of  an  inter¬ 
state  system  designed  for  military  pur¬ 
poses,  and  which  will  skip  the  local  cities. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  1956  act  provides  al¬ 
most  exactly  the  contrary.  It  provides 
that  the  highways  shall  be  located  and 
designed  to  meet,  equally,  to  the  extent 
feasible,  the  traffic  needs  of  a  national 
character  and  the  traffic  needs  of  a  more 
local  character. 

I  read  from  subsection  (b)  of  section 
116  of  the  1956  act: 

Insofar  as  possible  in  consonance  with 
this  objective,  existing  highways  located  on 
an  interstate  route  shall  be  used  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  use  is  practicable,  suitable, 
and  feasible,  it  being  the  intent  that  local 
needs,  to  the  extent  practicable,  suitable, 
and  feasible,  shall  be  given  equal  considera¬ 
tion  with  the  needs  of  interstate  commerce. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  authorizes 
the  exercising  of  discretionary  power  to 
make  the  decision  as  to  whether  or  not 
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the  roads  are  practicable,  suitable,  and 
feasible. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  able  Senator  from 
Wyoming  knows  that  this  is  a  Federal- 
aid  program,  and  it  is  traditional  in  this 
program  that  the  States  initiate  appli¬ 
cations  for  highway  construction  proj¬ 
ects.  The  States  propose  the  locations. 
The  respective  States  propose  not  only 
the  locations,  but  also  the  geometric  de¬ 
signs  and  grades, .  and  they  specify  the 
number  of  traffic  lanes. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  then  is 
given  the  power  and  the  responsibility 
under  the  act  to  approve  or  disapprove 
the  applications  of  the  States. 

The  subcommittee  was  informed  that 
there  had  been  a  very  satisfying  degree 
of  cooperation  between  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  and  the  States.  In  some 
instances  I  have  been  critical  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  in  that  I  thought 
the  Bureau  was  undertaking  to  trans¬ 
gress  upon  the  rights  of  the  States  in  a 
truly  cooperative  and  partnership  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  May  I  ask  another 
question? 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  make  one  further 
comment.  By  and  large,  I  think  the 
degree  of  cooperation  between  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  various 
State  highway  departments  has  been 
most  commendable.  I  now  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  from  the  Senator  that  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  a  particular  highway  must  come 
from  a  State  authority? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  defer  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Roads  for  the  answer  to  that 
question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  State  authority, 
generally  through  the  highway  commis¬ 
sion,  programs  or  initiates  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  roads. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  But  is  it  the  only 
initiator? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  stated  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee,  after  that  has  been 
done - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  is  another 
matter.  That  is  passing  upon  the  appli¬ 
cation.  If  a  State  does  not  initiate  a 
project,  can  the  Federal  Government 
initiate  one? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  GORE.  No;  except  on  Federal 
land. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Oh,  yes;  of  course; 
that  is  obvious.  Then,  as  I  understand, 
if  the  construction  of  a  highway  in  any 
State  would  be  too  expensive,  would  be 
beyond  the  local  needs,  or  seemed  to  be 
harmful  to  local  needs,  the  responsibility 
would  lie  with  the  State  authorities  who 
first  initiated  it? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  think  that  that 
is  completely  accurate,  because  if  a  State 
proposes  a  geometric  design  which  is 
below  the  approved  standards,  it  cannot 
and  should  not  be  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  nor  should  the  proj¬ 
ect  be  approved  if  the  State  had  pro¬ 
posed  a  design  which  greatly  exceeds  the 
standards.  The  standards  for  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  are  declared  by  the  act 
to  be  the  standards  adequate  to  handle 
the  traffic  of  1975.  So  the  State  high¬ 


way  departments  and  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  must  look  forward  to  the 
greatly  increased  traffic  pattern  antici¬ 
pated  for  1975. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Who  are  the 
prophets  in  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  who  will  undertake  to  tell  what 
the  volume  of  traffic  in  1975  will  be? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  identify  people 
as  prophets.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
has  a  staff  of  competent  engineers  who 
have  devoted  their  lives  and  their  careers 
to  highway  transportation  problems. 
They  have  a  remarkably  fine  record  in 
that  regard. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  am  aware  of 
that.  I  echo  the  Senator’s  compliment. 
But  I  should  like  to  tell  him  a  story, 
if  I  may,  of  certain  experiences  when 
the  Office  of  Price  Administration  was  in 
operation.  The  OPA,  in  trying  to  keep 
the  cost  of  living  down  during  the  war, 
issued  ration  cards  for  the  purchase  of 
gasoline  and  tires,  because  both  gaso¬ 
line  and  rubber  were  needed  for  the  war. 
Civilian  consumption  was  reduced,  and 
the  prices  of  those  commodities  were  held 
down. 

But  in  certain  areas  of  my  State  I 
found  that  some  farmers,  in  order  to 
get  the  rationed  tires,  had  to  expend 
their  entire  gasoline  allowance  to  drive 
to  the  county  seat  to  get  the  tires,  because 
the  plans  were  written  by  experts  in 
Washington,  who  were  familiar  only  with 
what  was  going  on  in  the  highly  popu¬ 
lated  States,  but  did  not  understand  the 
situation  which  existed  in  the  States 
which  were  still  growing,  States  like  Wy¬ 
oming  and  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  OPA  was  prac¬ 
tically  a  crash  proposition. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  in  behalf  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  that  since 
the  days  of  Commissioner  MacDonald - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  knew  Mr.  Mac¬ 
Donald  very  well.  Before  the  Senator 
voices  his  compliment,  I  may  say  that  I 
agree  with  him. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  .  I  have  dealt  with  many 
bureaucrats;  but  Mr.  MacDonald  was 
one  official  who  was  really  liked  and  re¬ 
spected  by  Congress,  on  both  sides  of 
the  Capitol. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Indeed;  but  he  is 
not  the  person  who  is  to  determine  what 
the  volume  of  traffic  will  be  in  1975. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  true.  But  let 
me  tell  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  that 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  even  after 
Mr.  MacDonald  retired  and  was  out  of 
the  picture,  had  Mr.  Tallamy.  I  am  not 
speaking  now  from  the  administrative 
standpoint  or  from  the  political  stand¬ 
point.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Tallamy,  the 
present  Federal  Highway  Administrator, 
is  an  engineer  before  he  is  a  politician. 

At  the  moment  a  great  many  of  the 
men  working  fpr  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  have  been  working  for  it  for  at 
least  25  years.  I  never  saw  so  many  old 
men  as  I  did  one  time  at  San  Antonio 
when  all  those  who  had  been  working 
for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  25 
years  or  more  were  asked  to  stand.  They 
constituted  the  great  bulk  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  convention  of  the  American 
Roadbuilders. 


Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  on  criticism  at  all  of  Mr.  Tallamy, 
or  of  Mr.  MacDonald,  who  no  longer  is 
a  member  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
I  am  not  making  a  personal  argument. 
I  am  merely  trying  to  determine  upon 
whom  rests  the  power  to  make  the  deci¬ 
sion. 

From  what  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  has  said,  I  understand  that  the  State 
must  make  the  initial  application  for  a 
project. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Then  the  applica¬ 
tion  comes  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and 
there  it  is  reviewed.  If  it  does  not  meet 
certain  geometrical  standards  which  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  lays  down,  and 
if  it  does  not  meet  what  they  believe  to 
be  the  requirements  of  1975,  then  the 
Secretary  may  deny  the  application  or 
may  require  a  modification  of  it.  Is 
that  true? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  true.  They  will 
be,  should  be,  and  are  disapproved  for 
inadequacy  or  because  they  may  be  too 
grandiose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  If  the  responsible 
citizens  of  a  State  believe  such  a  project 
is  too  grandiose  or  is  inadequate,  may 
they  make  an  appeal  to  their  State  com¬ 
mission? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  may  do  so. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  And  also  to  the 
authorities  in  Washington? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  indeed.  In  fact,  the 
1956  act  specifically  provides  that  any 
organized  community,  municipality,  or 
county  can  have  a  public  hearing  on  the 
location  and  design  of  a  highway  merely 
for  the  asking. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  fact,  the  law  requires 
that  when  a  State  submits  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  approval  of  a  project  and  for 
obligation  of  funds  for  construction  of 
the  project,  the  State  must  certify  that 
an  opportunity  for  public  hearings  has 
been  afforded  to  the  citizens  of  any  com¬ 
munity  which  is  bypassed  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  highway  or  which  the  highway  is 
to  pass  through. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  another 
question :  Is  it  a  fact  that  the  cost  of  the 
projects  which  will  be  built  under  the  bill 
the  Senator  is  now  explaining  has  al¬ 
ready  exceeded  the  trust  fund  which  was 
established  by  means  of  the  original  act, 
and  that  additional  appropriations — 
over  and  above  the  trust  fund — will  be 
necessary  in  order  to  have  the  contem¬ 
plated  roads  built? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  believe  I  can 
categorically  give  an  affirmative  answer 
to  that  question.  The  more  correct  an¬ 
swer  would  be  that  the  cost  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  system  in  the  early 
years  of  the  construction  period  exceeds 
the  availability  of  funds  in  the  trust 
funds  for  those  early  years.  I  cannot 
say  that  the  revenue  from  the  highway- 
user  taxes  which  are  by  present  law  ded¬ 
icated  to  the  highway  trust  fund  will  not 
be  sufficient,  over  the  funding  period,  to 
meet  the  cost  of  constructing  the  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  the  limitation  on  the  amount 
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•which  can  be  apportioned  to  the  States 
which  now  makes  it  necessary  either  to 
appropriate  more  funds  to  the  trust  fund 
or  to  suspend  this  limitation  temporarily. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  given  a  very 
clear  answer,  and  I  think  I  understand  it. 

Let  me  ask  this  additional  question: 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  because  of  the  con¬ 
ditions  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
described,  it  has  been  necessary  for  the 
Department  of  Commerce  to  request 
independent  appropriations — over  and 
above  the  trust  fund — for  the  next  fiscal 
year? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thought  it  would  have 
been  advisable,  and  I  thought  that  a  pru¬ 
dent  regard  for  keeping  our  interstate 
highway  program  underway  would  have 
indicated  that  such  a  recommendation 
would  be  made.  But  the  fact  is  that 
the  budget  submitted  by  the  President 
to  the  Congress  did  not  contain  such  a 
recommendation. 

I  should  say  that  since  the  committee 
has  held  its  hearings  on  the  subject,  the 
administration  has  come  forward  with 
a  recommendation  that  the  limiting  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  funding  provision  of  the  1956 
act  be  suspended.  So  the  answer  to  the 
question  is  “No”  with  re:pect  to  the 
budget;  but  the  answer  to  the  question, 
is  “Yes”  with  respect  to  subsequent  ac¬ 
tion  which  was  taken  10  days  or  more 
ago. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Has  any  action 
been  taken  upon  that  recommendation? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  pending  bill  con¬ 
stitutes  the  committee’s  recommenda¬ 
tion  to  the  Senate  for  action,  partly  in 
response  to  the  administration’s  recom¬ 
mendation,  and  partly  ,upon  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  itself. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Would  it  be  prop¬ 
er  to  say  that  the  committee  bill  will  re¬ 
sult  in  making  possible  appropriations 
over  and  above  the  trust  fund? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Scott  in  the  chair)  v  Does  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  after 
the  introduction  of  the  bill  hearings  were 
held  by  the  Public  Works  Committee. 
In  those  hearings  the  matter  was  de¬ 
veloped.  After  the  committee  began  the 
public  hearings,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  made  its  recommendation. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  should  like  to 
ask  one  more  question,  and  then  I  shall 
be  through.  I  am  very  grateful  to  the 
Senator  for  his  patience.  His  answers 
have  been  most  helpful. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Of  course  I  know 
that  an  amendment  which  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  will  refer  to  the  States  the  power 
to  decide  where  and  how  billboards  may 
be  erected  along  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways. 

Mr.  GORE.  No  such  amendment 
would  be  necessary,  because  the  bill  in 
no  way  proposes  Federal  regulation  and 
in  no  way  proposes  to  infringe  upon  the 
freedom  of  the  States  to  act  or  to  de¬ 
cline  to  act  in  that  regard. 


Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Has  not  such  an 
amendment  been  proposed?  I  under¬ 
stood  that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  chairman  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee,  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  had  an 
amendment  with  respect  to  billboards, 
and  that  they  desired  to  submit  the 
amendment  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  They  have-  an  amend¬ 
ment,  but  I  think  the  able  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming  may  have - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Perhaps  I  mis¬ 
understand  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Certainly  much  misin¬ 
formation  regarding  the  billboard  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  has  been  sent  out  to 
the  country. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Therefore  I  now 
turn  to  the  chief  authority  for  infor¬ 
mation. 

Mr.  GQRE.  A  little  later  in  my 
speech  I  had  intended  to  explain  the 
matter  in  some  detail.  However,  at  this 
time  I  shall  be  happy  to  respond  to  the 
inquiry  which  my  able  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming,  has  made. 

No  Federal  regulation  of  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  is  proposed  by  the  pending  bill. 
What  does  the  bill  propose?  It  proposes 
to  aid  the  States  and  provide  incentives 
for  States  which  undertake,  and  satis¬ 
factorily  accomplish,  regulation  of  out¬ 
door  advertising  along  and  adjacent  to 
the  rights-of-way  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem.  States  are  left  free  to  initiate 
such  regulation,  either  by  the  purchase 
of  the  advertising  easements  or  by  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
States,  as  the  States  may  please. 

There  is,  let  me  repeat,  no  Federal 
regulation  of  outdoor  advertising  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  pending  bill.  What  is  pro¬ 
posed  is,  first,  authority  and  direction 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  pro¬ 
pose  standards  which,  in  his  opinion, 
and  consistent  with  the  policy  outlined 
in  the  bill,  would  promote  the  safety  of 
highway  traffic  and  the  preservation  of 
historical  monuments  and  beauty  of  the 
landscape.  If  the  States  agree  to  com¬ 
ply  with  those  standards,  financial  aid 
in  accomplishing  this  objective  is  pro¬ 
vided,  and  financial  incentives  for  doing 
so  are  provided  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  had  in  mind  an 
amendment  which  I  thought  was  to  be 
proposed  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Nettberger], 

Mr.  GORE.  The  amendment  in  the 
bill  is  coauthored  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  .  The  pro¬ 
vision,  section  12,  was  not  in  the  high¬ 
way  bill  as  I  introduced  it.  An  amend¬ 
ment  was  proposed  jointly  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  California,  which  was 
adopted  by  a  vote  of  7  to  6  in  the  full 
committee. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  has  indulged  me  very  gener¬ 
ously.  I  have  taken  a  great  deal  of  his 
time.  My  information  has  been  clari¬ 
fied  by  the  answers  he  has  given  to  my 
questions.  I  shall  take  the  copy  of  the 
bill  which  is  on  my  desk  and  examine 
the  text  of  the  provision  to  which  he 
has  referred.  I  am  very  grateful  to  him 
for  his  helpfulness. 


Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  pays  me  a 
high  compliment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  know  of  no  bet¬ 
ter  exponent  of  wise  legislation  than  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  adds  to  his 
generosity.  The  purpose  of  debate  in 
the  Senate  should  be  the  imparting  of 
information  regarding  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  and  the  subject  matter  with  which 
it  deals,  and  if  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  can  in  a  small  way  contribute 
to  the  great  store  of  information  of  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming,  then  he  is  satisfied  and  compen¬ 
sated. 

Mr.  President,  the  Bureau  of  Roads 
has  advised  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  that,  on  the  basis  of  contracts 
awarded  through  February  of  this  year, 
actual  construction  costs  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  are  running  about  7  per-* 
cent  below  the  estimates  presented  to 
the  Congress  in  January  1958.  In  the 
light  of  this  evidence,  the  committee  has 
deferred  recommending  an  increase  in 
the  authorizations  for  the  latter  years 
of  the  program,  pending  further  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  cost  estimates  recently  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  and  further  op¬ 
portunity  to  compare  these  cost  esti¬ 
mates  with  actual  construction  esti¬ 
mates  covering  a  more  extended  period 
of  time. 

In  view  of  the  trend  toward  actual 
costs  falling  below  the  most  recent  esti¬ 
mates,  the  committee  feels  that  the  con¬ 
struction  rate  authorized  in  the  pending 
bill  through  fiscal  1961  will  be  suffi¬ 
ciently  rapid  to  permit  construction  of 
the  system  within  the  originally  sched¬ 
uled  period.  I  believe  it  fair  to  say  that 
the  committee  was  unanimous  in  its 
view  that  the  original  13-year  schedule 
should  be  adhered  to.  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  say  also  that  the  committee  was  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  administration,  upon  fur¬ 
ther  consideration,  desired  to  adhere  to 
the  original  13 -year  schedule.  We  of 
the  committee  believe  that  the  bill  pre¬ 
sented  will,  within  the  next  3  years,  as 
I  said,  permit  a  construction  program 
sufficient  to  permit  the  completion  of 
the  system  in  the  originally  scheduled 
period. 

The  committee  will  continue  its  study 
of  the  overall  cost  of  the  program,  and 
will  recommend  to  the  Senate  such  in¬ 
creases  in  authorizations  for  1962 
through  1969  as  may  appear  necessary 
on  the  basis  of  committee  study. 

The  act  of  1956  provides  that,  begin¬ 
ning  with  fiscal  year  1960,  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  the  Interstate  System  shall  be 
apportioned  to  the  States  on  the  basis 
of  estimates  of  cost.  The  act  directs 
that  each  State  shall  be  apportioned  that 
percentage  of  the  total  funds  made 
available  which  the  estimate  of  the  cost 
of  completing  the  Interstate  System 
within  its  borders  bears  to  the  estimated 
cost  of  completing  the  system  in  all 
States.  The  act  further  provides,  how¬ 
ever,  that  estimates  which  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  directed  to  submit  to 
the  Congress,  having  originally  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  him  by  the  States,  shall  not 
be  used  as  a  basis  of  apportionment 
until  they  shall  have  been  approved  for 
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such  apportionment  by  a  concurrent 
resolution  of  the  Congress. 

In  accordance  with  the  directive  in  the 
1956  act,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
submitted  cost  estimates  to  the  Congress 
in  January  of  this  year,  and  requested 
that  they  be  approved  as  a  basis  for 
making  apportionments  of  Interstate 
funds  for  the  year’s  1960,  1961,  and  1962. 
The  committee  is  now  engaged  in 
studying  these  estimates  and  has  re¬ 
quested  the  assistance  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  for  this  purpose.  The 
Comptroller  General  has  been  asked  to 
examine  the  estimates  as  submitted  for 
certain  States,  selected  by  him,  and  to 
advise  the  committee  of  his  conclusions 
as  to  the  validity  of  these  estimates  from 
the  standpoint  of  uniformity,  and  other¬ 
wise,  for  the  purpose  of  their  use  as  an 
apportionment  of  formula.  Because  of 
the  complexity  of  this  task,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  will  be  unable  to  report 
to  the  committee  until  next  month. 
Thereafter,- the  committee  itself  will  de¬ 
vote  intensive  study  to  these  estimates 
and  to  the  report  of  the  Comptroller 
General,  not  only  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  use  of  these  estimates  as  an  ap¬ 
portionment  formula,  but  also  from  the 
standpoint  of  their  validity  as  a  basis 
for  financing  the  overall  cost  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  program. 

We  must,  it  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President, 
accomplish  at  a  reasonably  uniform 
rate  the  construction  of  a  system  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways  throughout  the  48 
States  adequate  to  meet  the  pattern  of 
traffic  anticipated  for  1975.  We  must  also 
be  conscious  of  the  necessity  for  equity  in 
the  distribution  of  Federal  funds  to  the 
respective  States,  consonant  with  the 
needs  of  the  States  to  complete  the  por¬ 
tions  of  the  Interstate  System  located 
within  their  borders  according  to  a  uni¬ 
form  schedule  and  program. 

In  order  to  insure  that  the  availability 
of  interstate  funds  for  fiscal  1960  would 
not  be  delayed  by  the  committee’s  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  these  estimates,  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  authorizes  their  ap¬ 
proval  as  a  basis  of  apportionment  of 
interstate  funds  for^the  year  1960  only. 
This  provision  will  permit  the  prompt 
apportionment  of  the  funds  authorized 
for  fiscal  1960  and  will  enable  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  to  learn  immediately  the 
amount  of  interstate  funds  which  will 
be  available  for  that  fiscal  year,  so  that 
they  may  plan  accordingly.  The  com¬ 
mittee  hopes  to  take  further  action  with 
reference  to  this  matter,  as  it  may  affect 
the  apportionments  for  1961  and  1962, 
prior  to  the  adjournment  of  the  present 
session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  the  improvement  of  our 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  is, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  committee,  of  equal 
importance  to  the  construction  of  inter¬ 
state  highways.  The  primary,  second¬ 
ary,  and  urban  roads  are  the  feeder  ar¬ 
teries  for  the  Interstate  System  and  they 
continue  to  carry  by  far  the  greater  por¬ 
tion  of  our  highway  traffic:  In  the 
opinion  of  the  committee,  these  roads 
also  must  be  improved  as  rapidly  as  is 
practicable  in  order  that  local  traffic 
needs  not  be  neglected  at  the  expense  of 
interstate  movements.  The  bill  before 
the  Senate  contains  the  regular  author¬ 


izations  for  primary,  secondary,  and  ur¬ 
ban  roads  for  the  years  1960  and  1961 
in  the  amount  of  $900  million  for  each 
year.  These  amounts  are  $25  million 
higher  than  the  amount  previously  au¬ 
thorized  for  fiscal  1959.  The  division 
of  these  funds  between  the  three  sys¬ 
tems,  the  formula  of  apportionment 
among  the  States,  and  the  traditional 
50-50  matching  requirements  remain 
unchanged. 

The  committee  has  also  recommended 
in  the  bill  a  special  supplemental  au¬ 
thorization  for  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  roads  for  fiscal  1959,  in  the 
amount  of  $400  million.  This  sum  will 
be  apportioned  to  the  States  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  the  enactment  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  in  such  manner  as  to  bring  about 
an  acceleration  of  highway  construction 
in  the  months  immediately  ahead, 
thereby  contributing  directly  to  the  alle¬ 
viation  of  unemployment  in  every  sector 
of  the  United  States.  Advance  engineer¬ 
ing  and  design  requirements  for  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  are 
less  time  consuming  than  for  projects  on 
the  Interstate  System.  The  States  have 
reported  to  the  committee  that  they  are 
in  a  position  to  place  addiional  contracts 
on  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads 
almost  immediately,  if  funds  are  made 
available.  It  is  made  clear  in  the  bill 
that  this  special  authorization  is  to  be 
used  by  the  States  for  additional  con¬ 
struction  projects  over  and  above  those 
financed  by  regular  apportionments. 

In  order  to  emphasize  that  this  $400 
million  authorization  is  to  be  used  so  as 
to  provide  additional  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  as  rapidly  as  possible,  the  bill 
provides  that  these  funds  must  be  obli¬ 
gated  no  later  than  December  1,  1958, 
under  contracts  which  provide  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction  of  said  projects 
no  later  than  December  1,  1959.  States 
which  fail  to  so  obligate  their  share  of 
this  special  authorization  within  the 
time  limit  set  forth  in  the  bill  will  lose 
it,  the  apportionment  will  lapse. 

In  connection  with  this  special  au¬ 
thorization,  the  committee  recognized 
that  most  of  the  State  legislatures  will 
not  be  in  session  this  year,  after  the 
enactment  of  the  bill.  Many  States  will, 
therefore,  not  be  in  a  position  to  sup¬ 
plement  materially  the  funds  already 
available  to  their  highway  departments 
for  use  in  matching  Federal  funds.  For 
this  reason,  this  special  authorization 
is  made  available  to  the  States  on  more 
liberal  terms  than  are  those  applicable 
to  the  regular  authorizations. 

The  committee  provided  the  liberal 
terms  for  an  additional  reason,  believing 
it  was  in  the  national  interest  to  stimu¬ 
late  the  economy  and  provide  additional 
employment  opportunities.  We  felt  this 
matter  was  of  national  concern. 

The  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  proj¬ 
ects  financed  with  these  funds  is  in¬ 
creased  from  50  to  70  percent,  with  the 
States  share  reduced  from  50  to  30  per¬ 
cent. 

As  a  further  means  of  assisting  the 
States  in  acquiring  State  funds  for 
matching  purposes,  and  this  facilitating 
the  early  obligation  of  these  special 
funds,  the  bill  authorizes  for  those  States 
which  so  request  it  a  further  increase  in 


the  Federal  share  equal  to  two-thirds  of 
the  States’  share  of  the  cost  of  any  pro¬ 
ject  financed  under  the  supplemental 
1959  authorization.  This  additional  in¬ 
crease  shall  not  be  in  the  nature  of  an 
ordinary  apportionment  but  shall  be  in 
the  nature  of  a  temporary  advance  to  the 
State,  and  any  amounts  so  advanced  are 
to  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  by  deductions  from  apportion¬ 
ments  regularly  made  to  the  States  for 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  for 
the  fiscal  years  1961  and  1962.  The  sev¬ 
eral  States  are  given  wide  discretion  in 
the  application  of  this  $400'  million  fund 
as  between  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  projects,  and,  in  fact,  may  elect  to 
apply  these  funds  to  projects  on  either 
of  these  systems  at  the  discretion  of  the 
States. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  this 
particular  section  of  the  bill  will  be 
extremely  beneficial  as  an  economic 
stimulant  and  that  additional  job  op¬ 
portunities  will  quickly  be  made  avail¬ 
able  by  obligation  of  this  special  au¬ 
thorization.  It  is  expected  that 
construction  work  financed  by  this  spe¬ 
cial  authorization  will  be  well  underway 
within  60  days  after  enactment  of  the 
bill. 

I  have  previously  referred  to  certain 
limitations  and  restrictions  in  the  law 
which  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
indicated  will  prevent  him  from  mak¬ 
ing  apportionments  for  fiscal  1960  in  the 
amounts  and  at  the  times  contemplated 
py  law.  Unless  these  restrictions  are 
suspended,  or  unless  additional  reve¬ 
nue  is  dedicated  to  the  trust  fund,  or 
unless  additional  appropriations  are 
made,  we  shall  face  a  slowdown  in  con¬ 
struction  activity  at  the  very  time  the 
public  interest  requires  an  acceleration. 
Accordingly,  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
provides  for  the  suspension  of  these  re¬ 
strictions  insofar  as  funds  herein  au¬ 
thorized  for  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960 
are  concerned.  The  committee  will  also 
study  this  problem  further,  and  expects 
to  make  an  additional  recommendation 
relative  to  these  restriction  for  years 
subsequent  to  fiscal  1960. 

Mr.  President,  S.  3414  also  author¬ 
izes  appropriations  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  forest  highways,  forest  devel¬ 
opment  roads  and  trails,  roads  and  trails 
in  national  parks,  parkways,  roads  on 
Indian  reservations,  and  for  other  public 
lands  highways,  for  fiscal  years  1960  and 
1961. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me?  I  am  sorry  to 
interrupt  this  excellent  address  a  sec¬ 
ond  time. 

Mr.  GORE!.  The  Senator  is  welcome 
to  propouncrany  question  he  desires,  or 
to  make  any  comment  he  wishes.  Either 
will  be  a  contribution. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  note  that  the  Senator  has  referred 
to  that  particular  provision  in  the  bill 
which  relates  to  public  lands  highways 
for  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961.  I 
invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  the 
fact  that  in  December  of  last  year  he 
presided  over  a  hearing  which  took  place 
in  Lewiston,  Idaho,  which  concerned  one 
such  highway,  which  qualifies  for  money 
under  the  public  lands  highways  pro- 
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vision  of  the  bill.  It  is  a  highway  of 
great  importance  to  my  State,  and  also 
to  the  entire  economy  of  the  Northwest. 
I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  Lewis  and 
Clark  highway,  as  the  Senator  may 
recall. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  was  a  pleasure  to  hold 
the  hearings,  and  to  visit  in  the  great 
States  of  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho, 
and  Montana,  and  to  have  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Idaho  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  hearings. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  should  like  to  have  him  know  that  his 
generosity  in  coming  to  Idaho,  and  the 
time  he  spent  in  examining  the  merits  of 
the  case  for  building  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
Highway  earned  him  the  gratitude  and 
appreciation  of  the  people  of  my  State. 

In  this  connection,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  if  the  action  of  the 
Public  Roads  Subcommittee  in  increas¬ 
ing  the  appropriation  for  public  lands 
highways  from  $2  million  to  $4  million 
for  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961  was  not 
taken  with  the  view  in  mind  of  applying 
the  additional  money  to  the  acceleration 
and  completion  of  this  vital  Lewis  and 
Clark  Highway? 

Mr.  GORE.  Such  action  was  not  only 
taken  with  the  purpose  and  intent  that 
the  additional  apportionment  should  be 
applied  toward  the  completion  of  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  Highway,  but  to  a  large 
extent  it  was  taken  in  consequence  of  the 
efforts  and  the  eloquent  plea  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Idaho, 
who  is  a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  GORE.  And  at  the  request  of 
every  Senator  from  the  great  northwest¬ 
ern  section  of  the  country. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Neu- 
berger  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  am  very  appreciative 
of  the  fact  that  the  Senator  has  placed 
emphasis — as  it  should  be  placed — upon 
the  unanimity  of  view  on  the  part  of 
all  the  Senators  from  the  Northwest,  re¬ 
gardless  of  party,  because  there  is  gen¬ 
eral  appreciation  of  the  fact  that  the 
completion  of  this  highway,  which  now 
lacks  only  1314  miles,  will  not  only  pro¬ 
vide  a  third  and  most  direct  route 
through  the  Northwest  to  the  Pacific 
Coast,  but  will  also  commemorate  a  feat 
of  real  historic  significance,  because  the 
highway  follows  the  course  taken  by 
Lewis  and  Clark  in  the  original  explora¬ 
tion  and  discovery  of  the  Northwest, 
which  has  meant  so  much  to  the  build¬ 
ing  of  our  country.  Once  this  highway  is 
completed,  it  will  be  marked  by  Ameri¬ 
cans  in  all  parts  of  the  country  as  a  high¬ 
way  of  peculiar  historical  significance, 
and  I  am  sure  it  will  be  traveled  by  all 
those  who  have  a  love  for  American  his¬ 
tory  and  wish  to  follow  the  course  taken 
by  that  illustrious  party,  Lewis  and 
Clark,  when  they  opened  up  and  laid 
claim  to  the  Northwest  for  the  United 
States  in  the  time  of  Thomas  Jefferson, 

Mi-.  GORE.  I  hope  that  will  be  the 
result.  It  is  my  purpose  to  cooperate 


fully  with  the  effort  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Idaho,  and  every  other  Senator  from  the 
Northwest  in  bringing  about  the  early 
completion  of  this  highway. 

Speaking  of  its  historical  value,  I  note 
with  appreciation  the  presence  in  the 
Chamber  at  the  moment  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Neuberger  I ,  who  has  written  extensively 
on  the  feats  of  Lewis  and  Clark,  and  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  who  is  recognized  as  an 
outstanding  scholar  and  historian.  They 
will  surely  vouch  for  the  historic  impor¬ 
tance,  as  well  as  the  economic  impor¬ 
tance,  of  the  development  and  comple¬ 
tion  of  this  natural  northwestern 
passage. 

The  13  V2  miles  remaining  uncon¬ 
structed  -are  in  the  Lolo  Pass  through 
the  Bitter  Root  Mountains.  The  high¬ 
way  is  constructed  from  Missoula  west¬ 
ward,  and  from  Lewiston  eastward,  but 
the  13  V2  -mile  gap  prevents  tourists — 
men  and  women  from  all  over  the  United 
States — from  traversing  this  famous 
trail.  It  has  historic  importance  and 
economic  importance;  and  I  am  happy 
to  join  with  Senators  from  the  North¬ 
west  in  urging  its  early  completion. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Gore  yielded  to  Mr. 
Bush,  whose  remarks  appear  in  the 
Record  following  Mr.  Gore’s  speech.) 

(Mr.  Gore  also  yielded  to  Mr.  Johnson 
of  Texas  for  the  consideration  of  the 
conference  report  on  House  bill  10881, 
the  second  supplemental  appropriation 
bill,'on  which  debate  ensued,  all  of  which 
appears  in  the  Record  following  the 
remarks  of  Mr.  Bush  above  referred  to.) 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  sums 
authorized  for  some  of  these  categories 
are  increased  above  present  levels  in 
order  to  meet  partially  the  need  for  im¬ 
provement  of  public-land  highways. 
The  bill  contains  provisions  making  cer¬ 
tain  adjustments  in  the  apportionment 
of  forest-highway  funds,  directing  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  factors  affecting  appor¬ 
tionment  of  these  funds,  and  making 
other  minor  changes  in  substantive  pro¬ 
visions  controlling  the  use  of  funds  au¬ 
thorized  for  expenditure  on  roads  and 
highways  lying  wholly  within  Federal 
lands.  These  changes  are  fully  ex¬ 
plained  in  the  report  which  has  been 
printed  and  is  available  to  the  Senate. 

Section  10  of  the  bill  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  when  making 
payments  to  the  States  on  account  of 
construction  work  in  progress,  to  include 
reimbursement  to  the  States  for  the  cost 
of  materials  stockpiled  adjacent  to  the 
right-of-way.  Under  present  law,  prog¬ 
ress  payments  cannot  include  the  cost  of 
materials  until  they  are  actually  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  highway.  This  im¬ 
poses  a  burden  upon  the  States  and/or 
the  contractors  who  are  forced  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  cost  of  these  materials,  in 
some  instances  for  considerable  periods 
of  time.  Inclusion  of  this  provision  in 
the  bill  was  advocated  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  and  other  Senators  who 
urged  its  passage. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to 
me? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cotton  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Because  the  able 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  been  dis¬ 
cussing  the  various  provisions  of  the 
bill  which  make  apportionments  with 
Tespect  to  forest  highways,  forest-de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  and  public- 
land  roads,  I  should  like  to  ask  him 
several  questions. 

First,  I  want  to  point  out  what  a  priv¬ 
ilege  it  is  to  serve  on  the  Subcommittee 
on  Roads  and  Highways  under  the 
chairmanship  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee.  Just  as  Johnny  Appleseed  scat¬ 
tered  apples,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  builds  roads.  I  doubt  that  any¬ 
one  else  in  the  modern  history  of  the 
Congress  has  successfully  handled  as 
much  authorization  legislation  which 
has  been  so  important  to  the  roads  and 
highways  network  of  the  country  as  has 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  generous  remarks  of  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  close  friend,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon.  But  I  should  like 
to  know  which  Senator,  if  any,  is  prop¬ 
erly  identified  as  Johnny  Appleseed. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I -was  making  an 
allegorical  reference,  and  was  attempt¬ 
ing  to  point  out  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  as  prolific  with  roads 
as  Johnny  Appleseed  was  with  apples; 
and  that  is  very  pi-olific,  indeed. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  was  not  de¬ 
scribing  any  Member  of  the  Senate  in 
that  way,  and  that  no  Member  of  the 
Senate  is  properly  described  in  that 
fashion. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  particularly 
interested  in  the  forest-access  roads, 
which  are  so  important  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  in  general,  and  to  the  State 
of  Oregon,  in  particular.  Oregon  is  the 
leading  lumber-producing  State.  The 
stands  of  timber  in  the  national  forests 
have  become  of  ever-increasing  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  lumber  industry,  not  only 
in  the  State  of  Oregon,  but  in  the  other 
Northwest  States  of  Washington,  Idaho, 
and  Montana,  and  also  in  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia,  where  there  are  great  stands  of 
timber  stumpage  which  belong  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

To  indicate  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  how  crucially  significant  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  timber  has  become,  I  point 
out  that,  although  in  1935  only  1  bil¬ 
lion  board-feet  of  timber  were  cut  in 
the  national  forests,  by  1956  the  figure 
had  increased  to  7  billion  board-feet, 
which  brought  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  returns  of  approximately 
$100  million.  It  is.  my  understanding 
that,  of  the  7  billion  board-feet  harvested 
in  1956,  I  billion  board-feet  were  cut 
in  the  State  of  Oregon. 

However,  in  recent  years  the  harvest¬ 
ing  of  this  timber  has  been  retarded  by 
lack  of  access  roads  built  into  the  for¬ 
ests  by  the  Government.  That  is  why 
we  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  so  ap¬ 
preciative  of  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  cut  short  his  Christmas 
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holidays  with  his  own  family,  in  order 
to  come  to  communities  such  as  Port¬ 
land,  Oreg.;  Lewiston,  Idaho;  Missoula, 
Mont.;  and  other  communities  in  the 
Western  States,  to  hold  with  us  hearings 
which  were  so  important  in  regard  to 
the  network  of  roads  into  the  national 
forests. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  by  means 
of  Senate  bill  3414,  which  has  been  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
to  the  Senate,  the  authorization  for  for¬ 
est-access  roads  and  highways  is  in¬ 
creased  from  $27,000,000  annually,  as  at 
present,  to  $34,000,000,  or  an  overall  gain 
of  a  little  more  than  25  percent.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct.  It  can 
be  found  on  page  12  of  the  bill,  in  line 
14. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  presided  over  the  hear¬ 
ings  which  were  held  by  him  and  his 
colleagues  in  the  Northwest,  and  he 
heard  the  testimony  of  trained,  techni¬ 
cal  foresters  of  the  United  States  Forest 
Service  and  of  leaders  in  the  lumber 
industry.  Is  it  his  opinion,  after  having 
,  heard  such  testimony,  that  the  increase 
the  bill  makes  in  the  funds  and  program 
for  forest-access  roads  is  fully  justified 
and  merited? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  I  have  any  doubt  about 
it,  it  is  about  the  adequacy  of  the 
amount,  rather  than  the  justification 
for  it. 

During  the  hearings  which  it  was  my 
pleasure,  in  company  with  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger], 
to  conduct  in  the  Northwestern  States, 
I  was  greatly  impressed  by  the  knowl¬ 
edge  and  information  which  were  ob¬ 
tained,  particularly  by  me.  Of  course 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  was 
already  fully  aware  of  the  questions 
which  were  considered. 

The  loss  to  the  Nation  as  a  result  of 
overripe  timber  land,  and  the  conse¬ 
quent  cutting  of  immature  timber  in 
more  accessible  areas,  is  almost  beyond 
calculation.  When  one  flies  over  the 
great  forest  lands  in  the  Northwest  and 
|  sees  the  vast  areas  of  virgin  timber 
which  are  deteriorating  for  want  of  ac¬ 
cess,  and  when  one  realizes  that  in  many 
other  parts  of  the  country  immature 
timber  is  being  harvested,  one  appreci¬ 
ates  the  importance  of  access  roads. 
That  point  appealed  to  me  very  greatly. 

That  is  why  I  say  that  if  I  have  doubts 
about  this  amount,  it  is  about  its  ade¬ 
quacy,  rather  than  the  justification  for 
it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Naturally,  those 
of  us  who  come  from  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west — and  I  know  I  speak  not  only  for 
myself,  but  also  for  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  who  now  is  on  the  floor,  and 
also  for  the  distinguished  junior  Sena- 
to  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll] — 
would  like  to  see  a  larger  appropriation 
authorized. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield] 
hopes  to  sponsor  an  amendment  to  have 
the  amount  increased  to  $40  million  dur¬ 
ing  the  next  fiscal  year.  I  support  his 
proposal. 

But  I  should  like  to  have  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  know  how  much  we  ap¬ 


preciate  his  leadership  in  bringing 
about  an  increase  of  more  than  25  per¬ 
cent — from  $27  million  to  $34  million, 
as  is  done-in  his  bill. 

In  recent  weeks  we  have  heard  much 
about  the  importance  of  husbanding  our 
natural  resources  as  we  face  the  grim 
rivalry  of  the  Soviet  Union,  in  terms  of 
production  in  the  future. 

We  heard  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  describe  vividly  the  jour¬ 
ney  he  made  last  fall  to  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  tell  of  the  virtually  unlimited 
forests  which  stretch  across  Siberia — • 
forests  so  vast  in  their  expanse  that  one 
must  travel  for  days  and  days  on  the 
Trans-Siberian  railroad  in  order  to  pass 
through  them. 

That  is  why  I  believe  it  is  so  important 
Hhat  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
brought  out  a  bill  which  will  enable  the 
foresters  of  the  National  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice  to  harvest  the  valuable  fir,  pine,  hem¬ 
lock,  cedar,  and  other  timber  in  the 
national  forests  before  it  becomes  so 
overripe  that  it  no  longer  will  be  useful 
for  lumber  or  for  sawmill  production  in 
the  future. 

For  example,  I  believe  there  was  tes¬ 
timony  that  in  1957,  in  193  national  for¬ 
est  working  circles,  less  than  70  percent 
of  the  full  allowable  timber  cut  was 
harvested.  This  was  a  waste.  In  1957, 
so  the  Forest  Service  told  us,  on  a  nation¬ 
wide  basis  it  could  cut  only  70  percent 
of  the  10  billion  board-feet  which  these 
forests  can  contribute  to  the  national 
economy.  That  is  due  in  very  substan¬ 
tial  measure  to  the  lack  of  adequate 
forest-access  roads. 

So  I  wish  to  thank  the  able  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  his  solicitude  and 
interest  in  our  region  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

Of  course,  I  share  his  keen  interest  in 
all  the  other  provisions  of  the  bill — in 
those  pertaining  to  the  acceleration  of 
construction  of  the  Interstate  Highway 
System,  and  of  the  ABC  roads,  and  of 
other  roads  which  are  nationwide  in 
character. 

But  I  am  particularly  grateful  to  him 
for  being  permitted  to  advance  in  com¬ 
mittee,  under  his  leadership,  the  provi¬ 
sion  to  increase  to  $34  million  the  forest- 
access  roads  authorization.  I  know  that 
I  speak  for  other  Senators  from  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  which  is  the  great 
lumber-producing  region  of  the  Nation, 
when  again  I  express  to  the  Senate  from 
Tennessee  our  gratitude  for  the  time  he 
has  spent  and  for  the  patience  and  dili¬ 
gence  he  has  shown  in  his  consideration 
of  the  special  problems  of  our  areas. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  most  grateful  for 
the  generous  words  and  sentiments  of 
my  able  colleague  and  neighbor  in  the 
back  row.  We  have  been  sitting  side  by 
side  for  days  and  months,  working  to¬ 
gether  in  the  Senate,  and  working  to¬ 
gether  in  the  Public  Works  Committee. 
I  am  convinced  that  failure  to  provide 
adequate  access  roads,  into  our  national 
forests  has  resulted  in  an  economic  loss. 
It  has  resulted  in  loss  of  great  natural 
resources,  on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the 
other  hand,  the  immature  harvesting  of 
resources  which  would  become  better 
with  the  passage  of  time.  As  the  able 
Senator  knows,  in  several  places  where 


we  held  hearings,  our  committee  was 
advised  that  at  least  50  percent  more 
timber  could  be  cut  and  marketed  with¬ 
out  any  long-term  diminution  of  the 
country’s  natural  resources  of  timber. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that;  and  I  believe  it  is  of 
equal  significance  that  only  a  few  days 
ago  the  Senate  Appropriations  Commit¬ 
tee  had  testimony  from  Mr.  Edward  Cliff, 
assistant  chief  of  the  United  States  For¬ 
est  Service,  to  the  effect  that,  where  for¬ 
est  access  roads  are  built,  they  more 
than  amortize  themselves  in  returning 
extra  funds  to  the  Treasury,  because 
they  permit  additional  competitive  bid¬ 
ding  on  Federal  stumpage,  which  results 
in  much  higher  prices  received  for  that 
timber  when  it  is  sold  on  the-  open 
market. 

Mr.  GORE.  For  the  very  good  reason 
that  if  contractors,  or  bidders  for  con¬ 
tracts,  must  build  25  or  50  miles  of  high¬ 
way  in  order  to  gain  access  to  the  tract 
of  timber  upon  which  they  are  submit¬ 
ting  bids,  only  a  few  bidders  are  likely 
to  be  found.  The  small  timber  man,  the 
gippo,  cannot  bid  on  large  tracts  of 
timber,  when  he  must  bear  the  great  cost 
of  building  a  long  access  highway. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  in  addition  to  being  an  ex¬ 
ponent  of  adequate  roads,  is  likewise  a 
foe  of  monopoly.  When  the  Government 
does  not  build  access  roads  into  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  timber  stands,  look  what 
happens.  Only  the  very  largest  timber 
monopolies  then  can  build  roads  with 
private  capital.  That  means  there  is 
only  one  bidder  on  timber  which  belongs 
to  all  the  American  people.  The  small 
lumber  and  sawmill  operators,  often  the 
ones  who  live  in  the  particular  area,  in 
Oregon,  Washington,  Montana,  or  what¬ 
ever  the  State  may  be  where  the  timber 
is  being  harvested,  cannot  bid.  There¬ 
fore,  when  the  Government  builds  access 
roads  to  the  forests,  they  not  only  bring 
higher  prices  to  the  Government  as  a 
result  of  higher  prices  paid  for  timber 
stumpage,  but  also  encourage  the  good 
old  American  system  of  aiding  free  en¬ 
terprise  in  the  open  market. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
fully. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  again  for  his  great  cooperation. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  knows  the  very  high  re¬ 
gard  I  have  for  his  leadership  and  his 
competence,  not  only  in  the  field  of  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  construction,  but  his 
ability  and  leadership  in  all  problems 
which  come  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  is  overly 
generous.  His  generosity  and  friend¬ 
ship  arise  out  of  our  long  and  pleasant 
association  as  Members  of  the  other  body 
of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  knows  I 
was  one  of  the  first  Members  of  this 
body  to  associate  myself  with  the  ex¬ 
cellent  work  he  is  doing  and  I  am  happy 
to  have  been  associated  with  him  on  this 
important  bill. 
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Mr.  GORE.  I  recall  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  Colorado  was  the  first 
Senator  to  ask  that  his  name  be  included 
as  a  cosponsor  of  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  I  find  myself  today  in  a  position 
where  I  must  question  the  able  Senator 
about  the  equity  in  one  section  of  this 
bill.  I  am  reading  from  page  20  of  the 
report,  the  second  paragraph;  this  sec¬ 
tion  concerns  forest  highways: 

The  committee  was  concerned  about  this 
change  in  apportionment  formula  by  the 
Secretaries  without  consultation  with  State 
or  local  officials,  or  Members  of  the  Congress. 

That  language  is  followed  by  a  sen¬ 
tence  which  I  think  is  significant: 

It  would  be  difficult  to  adjust  the  appor¬ 
tionments  already  made  for  fiscal  year  1959, 
and  the  committee  recommends  approval  of 
such  apportionments. 

I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention  of 
the  able  junior  Senator  from  Tennessee 
to  the  predicament  in  which  the  State 
of  Colorado  finds  itself  as  a  result  of 
this  new  formula  and  the  resultant  ap¬ 
portionment  in  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

I  observe  that,  as  a  result  of  the 
change  in  formula,  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  will  lose  the  largest  amount  of  any 
State  in  the  forest -highway  program. 

Because  of  the  reevaluation  of  the 
great  national  forests  in  our  area,  Colo¬ 
rado  will  lose  under  the  1959  formula 
$313,000,  which  is  15  percent  of  the 
amount  that  Colorado  would  have  been 
entitled  to  under  the  formula  used  in 

1958. 

I  believe  the  new  formula  was  initiated 
in  November  1958  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  to  be  effective  in  connection 
with  1959  forest-highway  apportion¬ 
ments. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  under  this  new 
formula  in  fiscal  1959  Arizona  will  lose 
$148,000;  California,  $193,000;  Colorado, 
$313,000;  Idaho,  $172,000;  Montana, 
$143,000;  Wyoming,  $158,000.  Other 
States  will  also  lose  in  1959,  but  Colo¬ 
rado  will  be  the  principal  loser. 

It  is  my  understanding  that,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  sentence  I  have  just 
read  from  the  report,  it  would  be  difficult 
to  adjust  the  apportionments  already 
made  for  the  fiscal  year  1959.  Would 
not  the  difficulty  in  adjusting  the  appor¬ 
tionments  affect  those  States  that  have 
received  an  increase? 

As  I  study  the  committee  report  I  note 
that  there  is  involved  a  loss  to  19  States 
and  Territories  under  the  1959  formula 
of  about  $iy2  million.  By  virtue  of  the 
new  formula,  some  States  will  have  their 
apportionments  increased,  and  other 
States  will  have  their  apportionments 
decreased,  by  approximately  $iy2  mil¬ 
lion. 

I  observe  that  the  report  shows  that 
the  $1[4  million  loss  will  obtain  only  in 

1959,  and  will  not  obtain  in  1960  or  in 
1961,  under  the  bill,  because  the  form¬ 
ulas  in  those  years  reverts  to  the  1958 
formula. 

I  ask  for  no  commitment  at  this  time. 
And  I  might  say  I  shall  support  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield], 
which  provides  an  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $10  million  for  1959.  The  au¬ 


thorization  of  $10  million  will  correct  cer¬ 
tain  of  the  inequities  suffered  by  the 
group  of  States  to  which  I  have  referred, 
and  will  increase  appropriations  needed 
for  the  continuation  of  the  building  of 
forest  highways. 

But  if  the  Mansfield  amendment 
should  fail  to  be  adopted,  it  seems  to 
me  that  under  the  doctrine  of  equity, 
without  taking  a  dime  "away  from  an¬ 
other  State  and  without  changing  a  dol¬ 
lar  in  the  formula,  Congress  could  pro¬ 
vide  a  minor  sum  of  money  with  which 
to  equalize  the  appropriations  heretofore 
given  to  the  States.  That  would  consti¬ 
tute  no  great  loss  to  the  Government  and 
most  important  of  all  would  prevent  any 
interference  with  the  pending  forest 
highway  program. 

My  own  estimate  of  the  situation  to¬ 
day — and  I  have  been  talking  with  ex¬ 
perts  from  the  subcommittee  which  op¬ 
erates  under  the  leadership  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see — is  that  it  would  not  cost  more  than 
$1.5  million  to  assure  in  the  fiscal  year 
1959  the  equality  to  which  we  think  we 
are  entitled. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  mean, 
when  he  speaks  of  equality,  the  provision 
of  an  apportionment  to  each  State  for 
the  fiscal  year  1959  equal  to  the  appor¬ 
tionment  for  fiscal  year  1958? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  is  ex¬ 
actly  correct.  I  ask  for  no  commitment. 
I  do  not  know  whether  the  subject  has 
been  considered  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  was  considered  by  the 
committee.  In  fact,  the  subcommittee 
held  hearings  in  several  places  in  the 
West  on  this  subject.  The  subcommittee 
found  it  to  be  a  particularly  vexatious 
problem. 

Insofar  as  the  fiscal  year  1959  is  con¬ 
cerned,  we  were  faced  not  with  a  theory 
or  a  recommendation  for  our  considera¬ 
tion,  but  instead  with  a  fait  accompli. 
The  Department  of  Commerce  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  had  jointly, 
as  the  report  to  which  the  Senator  re¬ 
ferred  states,  without  reference  to  the 
Congress  or  the  committee,  made  a  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  apportionment  formula.  If 
the  able  Senator  will  read 'the  hearings, 
he  will  find  that  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  reproached  the  officials  for 
taking  such  arbitrary  action  without 
consultation  with  the  committee  having 
jurisdiction. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  have  read  the  rec¬ 
ord,  and  I  commend  the  Senator  for  his 
strong  position. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  fact  is,  though,  the  apportionment 
had  been  made.  It  is  difficult  to  correct 
the  error,  if  it  be  an  error.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  undo  that  which  has  been  done. 
Therefore,  what  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  is  that  there  be  not  taken  from 
one  State  the  funds  which  have  already 
been  apportioned  to  it,  and  which  have 
perhaps  been  obligated,  in  order  to  add 
to  the  amount  given  the  other  States 
which  have  suffered  a  reduction. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  in 
a  moment. 

We  recommend  the  acceptance  of  the 
1959  apportionment  because  of  the  dif¬ 


ficulty  of  undoing  what  has  been  done. 
We  recommend,  however,  that  in  fiscal 
years  1960  and  1961  each  State  shall  re¬ 
ceive  the  same  percentage  of  available 
funds  as  it  received  in  fiscal  1958. 

I  recognize  very  well  there  is  no  justi¬ 
fication,  so  far  as  I  can  find,  for  an  actual 
reduction  in  the  amounts  made  avail¬ 
able  for  such  purpose  to  Montana,  to 
Colorado,  or  to  other  States  which  have 
suffered  reductions  for  fiscal  year  1959. 
Therefore,  the  committed  has  recom¬ 
mended  a  restoration  of  prior  percent¬ 
ages  for  the  following,  fiscal  years,  for 
which  apportionments  are  authorized 
under  the  bill. 

As  I  understand,  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  requests  ^consideration  of  an 
amendment  or  a  suggestion  that  addi¬ 
tional  funds  be  authorized  for  apportion¬ 
ment  for  fiscal  year  1959,  so  as  to  give 
each  State  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amounts  which  that  State  received  in 
fiscal  year  1958? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  We  do  not  wish  to 
disturb  apportionments  to  other  States 
which  have  received  an  increase. 

Mi’.  GORE.  In  other  words,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  does  not  propose  to  take  anything 
away  from  the  States  to  which  apportion¬ 
ments  have  been  made? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  correct.  In 
other  words,  we  feel  that  the  States  prob¬ 
ably  have  taken  action  under  the  new 
formula.  Perhaps  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  in  certain  States  have  pro¬ 
ceeded  on  the  assumption  that  the  ap¬ 
portionment  was  definite,  and  to  make 
a  change  might  create  some  administra¬ 
tive  difficulty.  Therefore,  we  are  not 
asking  that  any  funds  be  withdrawn  from 
any  State,  but  we  ask  that  there  be 
restored  to  States  which  have  suffered 
reductions  at  least  a  proper  allocation, 
which  we  ought  to  be  able  to  live  with 
until  1960  or  1961>- 

Giving  full  credit  to  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  for  not  only  re¬ 
storing  but  increasing  the  very  important 
forest-highway  program  for  1960  and 
1961,  compared  to  the  old  formula  for 
fiscal  year  1958,  we  feel  that  is 
desirable. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
made  a  meritorious  suggestion.  If  the 
Senator  will  prepare  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  I  shall  be  happy  to  confer  with  my 
colleagues  on  the  committee  about  it.  I 
recognize  the  effect  on  the  program  in 
those  States  which  will  in  the  next  12 
months  actually  experience  a  reduction 
rather  than  an  acceleration,  which  we 
have  provided  for  fiscal  years  1960  and 
1961. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Exactly.  I  knew 
that  the  able  junior  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  would  recognize  the  merits  and 
equity  of  the  proposition.  I  ask  for  no 
commitment.  I  will  prepare  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  submit  it  to  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  permitting  me  to  trespass 
on  his  time. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  a  colleague  with  whom 
I  have  served  in.  both  branches  of  Con- 
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gress,  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  one 
question ;  but  before  asking  the  question 
I  wish,  speaking  as  a  Member  of  the 
minority  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  Committee  on  Pubfic  Works,  of 
which  the  Senator  of  Tennessee  is  the 
chairman,  to  say  to  him  that  again  this 
year,  as  was  true  in  past  years,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  given  a  beautiful 
demonstration  of  how  patient,  fair,  just, 
and  considerate  a  chairman  can  be  in 
conducting  both  the  open  hearings  and 
the  executive  sessions,  when  frequently 
we  had  very  knotty  and  difficult^  prob¬ 
lems  to  consider,  and  oftentimes  natural 
clashes  of  opinion. 

Much  of  the  credit  for  reporting  to 
the  Senate  a  constructive  bill,  with  the 
general  support  of  the  Members  of  the 
subcommittee  as  to  most  of  its  provi¬ 
sions,  is  due  to  the  fairness  and  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  As  a  Republican  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee,  I  simply  want 
the  Senator  to  know  I  am  sure  we  all  ap¬ 
preciate  his  conduct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
deeply  and  genuinely  to  thank  my  friend, 
able  Senator  that  he  is,  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire,  for  his  senti¬ 
ments  and  his  comments. 

The  pending  bill  bears  the  mark  of  the 
work  and  ability  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire.  Several  amend¬ 
ments,  involving  substantial  provisions 
of  the  bill,  were  offered  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  and  were 
adopted  by  the  committee.  Unfortu¬ 
nately  he  offered  1  or  2  which  were 
not  accepted,  but  most  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  he  proposed  were  adopted. 
It  is  a  pleasure  to  work  with  the  able 
Senator,  and  I  thank  him. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

For  the  purpose  of  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  the  bill  I  should  like  to  discuss 
one  point  which  I  believe — if  my  memory 
serves  me  correctly — was  fairly  well 
understood  in  the  committee,  but  which 
might  not  be  immediately  apparent.  I 
can  find  no  language  in  the  bill  or  in 
the  report  which  would  make  it  wholly 
clear,  though  I  may  have  misunderstood 
the  language. 

It  is  the  recollection  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  that  the  $400  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  for  a  quick  program  with 
respect  to  the  so-called  ABC  roads,  as 
well  as  the  additional  $200  million  for 
fiscal  1959  for  the  Interstate  System,  at 
least,  and  some  of  the  additional  funds 
for  fiscal  1960  and  1961  for  the  Interstate 
System,  were  to  come  from  the  moneys 
in  the  Treasury,  and  not  from  the  trust 
fund.  Is  that  assumption  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  funding  provisions  of 
the  1956  law  which  limit  disbursements 
from  the  trust  fund  are  temporarily  set 
aside.  The  trust  fund,  therefore,  will  be 
called  upon  in  the  next  two  years  for 
more  funds  than  are  now  in  the  trust 
fund,  or  which  could  be  reasonably  an¬ 
ticipated  to  become  a  part  of  the  trust 
fund  by  reason  of  the  present  taxes. 


Therefore  the  trust  fund  must  be  re¬ 
plenished,  either  by  appropriations  by 
the  Congress  from  the  general  fund  to 
the  trust  fund,  or  by  borrowing  by  the 
trust  fund  from  the  general  fund  upon 
anticipated  future  revenue  coming  into 
the  trust  fund  for  use  during  the  follow¬ 
ing  years.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  money 
comes  out  of  the  same  pocket,  whichever 
of  those  two  methods  is  used.  The  same 
Treasury  must  borrow  from  the  same 
public  for  the  purpose. 

Mr.  COTTON.  According  to  my  rec¬ 
ollection,  it  was  clearly  understood  in 
the  discussions  in  the  subcommittee — 
and  I  believe  also  in  the  full  committee — • 
that  if  the  bill  should  become  law,  it 
would  suspend  the  limitation  on  the 
trust  fund,  so  that  in  the  case  of  the 
Interstate  System,  money  could  be  drawn 
ahead  in  order  to  keep  the  Interstate 
System  up  to  schedule,  in  order  that  it 
could  be  scheduled  to  be  completed  in 
13  years. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  the  recollection 
of  the  Senator  is  substantially  correct, 
it  not  entirely  correct.  If  the  Senator 
will  turn  to  page  6  of  the  bill,  he  will 
find,  beginning  in  line  13,  the  following 
language: 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $900  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum  of 
$900  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961. 

I  invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  the 
specific  words  “there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated.”  There  is  no  pro¬ 
hibition  against  the  sums  being  appro¬ 
priated  directly  for  this  purpose,  nor  is 
there  any  prohibition  against  an  appro¬ 
priation  being  made  directly  to  the  trust 
fund.  I  think  the  Senator’s  recollection 
is  substantially  correct. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  question  between  us  as  to  the  regular 
appropriations,  both  with  respect  to  the 
interstate  and  the  so-called  ABC  roads, 
namely,  that  eventually  they  would  come 
from  the  trust  funds,  but  they  could  be 
appropraited  in  advance,  to  keep  the  con¬ 
struction  on  schedule.  Up  to  that  point 
we  are  in  perfect  agreement. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
will  recall  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  submitted  an  amendment 
which  did  not  apply  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem,  but  provided  for  a  special  program 
for  1  year  with  respect  to  the  ABC  roads. 
The  amendment  was  adopted  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  $400  million,  but  $200  million  was 
diverted  from  the  purpose  of  the  original 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire,  and  put  into  the  Interstate 
System. 

It  was  the  understanding  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire — and  I 
thought  it  was  the  understanding  of  the 
committee — that  that  particular  emer¬ 
gency  or  special  fund  of  $400  million 
which  was  to  go  into  the  ABC  system  on 
different  terms  and  on  a  temporary  basis, 
to  revert  if  it  were  not  used  within  a 
short  time,  would  be  treated  specially, 
and  that  it  was  not  to  be  a  charge  on  the 
trust  fund,  now  or  in  the  future,  but 
would  actually  mean  putting  new  money, 
aside  from  the  trust  fund,  into  the  special 
program  for  ABC  roads  for  1  year. 


Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  will  look 
on  page  8  of  the  bill,  he  will  find,  begin¬ 
ning  on  line  22,  reference  to  the  specific 
1-year  apportionment  of  $400  million  to 
the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  roads.  The  language  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  $400  million  in  addition  to  any 
sums  heretofore  authorized  for  such  fiscal 
year. 

So  the  Senator  is  correct,  in  that  there 
is  a  supplementary  authorization,  regu¬ 
lar  in  form,  to  be  used  on  projects  com¬ 
pleted  prior  to  December  1,  1959,  and  for 
which  the  Congress  would  have  to  make 
appropriations. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  wished  to  make  the 
record  clear  that  it  was  the  intent  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire,  who 
proposed  the  amendment  carrying  that 
special  program,  that  it  should  not  at 
any  time  be  a  charge  on  the  trust  fund, 
or  be  returned  to  the  trust  fund.  It  was 
the  intent  of  the  proposer  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  th’s  should  be  a  special  pro¬ 
gram,  paid  for  separately,  and  admin- 
stered  as  a  special  program,  any  funds 
not  used  to  revert;  and  that  it  should 
not  be  used  in  any  way  to  deplete  the 
trust  fund  at  any  time,  now  or  in  the 
future. 

I  am  still  a  little  in  the  dark  as  to 
whether  the  language  of  the  bill  makes 
that  clear,  and  I  would  like  to  have  the 
judgment  of  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see,  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  on 
that  particular  point. 

Mr.  GORE.  First  let  me  say  that  the 
language  in  the  bill  is  the  ordinary  ap¬ 
propriation-authorization  language. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  note  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  Unquestionably  the  ob¬ 
jective  which  the  able  Senator  has  in 
mind  can  be  accomplished.  I  do  not  find 
any  prohibition  in  the  bill  against  the 
Appropriations  Committee  recommend¬ 
ing  that  the  funds  specially  authorized 
be  appropriated  to  the  trust  fund  and  be 
paid  out  of  the  trust  fund,  but  I  see  no 
necessity  for  doing  it  in  that  way.  It 
would  involve  additional  bookkeeping.  I 
see  no  necessity  for  Congress  appropriat¬ 
ing  $400  million  from  the  general  fund 
to  the  trust  fund  in  order  that  it  may 
be  paid  out  of  the  trust  fund  for  this 
purpose.  It  could  be  appropriated  di¬ 
rectly  for  this  purpose  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance. 

Mr,  COTTON.  In  order  to  tie  this 
point  down — and  I  believe  this  is  very 
important — do  I  understand  correctly 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  agrees 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  the  $400  million  fund  should 
not  permanently  be  a  charge  on  the 
trust  fund? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  say  that  I  re¬ 
member  that  being  determined  as  the 
position  of  the  subcommittee.  It  may 
have  been.  My  memory  may  be  faulty 
in  that  regard,  but  I  cannot  say  that  I 
remember  it.  It  can  be  accomplished 
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in  that  way  by  the  language  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  But  it  would  have  to 
be  accomplished  administratively,  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  No;  by  Congress. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  order  to  make  sure 
of  that,  would  an  amendment  have  to 
be  submitted  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  could  make 
it  u  certainty  either  by  an  amendment  or 
by  seeing  to  it,  when  the  appropriation 
of  this  sum  is  made,  that  it  goes  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
rather  than  to  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Unfortunately,  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  not  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  and  he  is  not  very  confident  that 
he  could,  in  the  euphonious  words  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  see  to  it  that 
that  was  done. 

I  wish  to  establish,  first,  for  legislative 
history,  the  intention.  It  is  quite  plain 
to  me  from  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee — with  his  usual  frank¬ 
ness  and  forthrightness — that  it  was  not 
the  fixed  intention  of  the  committee,  al¬ 
though  it  was,  I  would  say,  the  declared 
intention  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  when  he  submitted  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  may  have  been  of  the 
full  committee.  My  memory  may  be  at 
fault. 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  we  are  to  be  cer¬ 
tain  that  that  be  done,  then  sometime 
before  the  bill  is  passed,  an  amendment 
should  be  added  to  make  that  point  clear. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  it  be  the  desire  of  the 
Senate  to  make  sure  that  the  $400  mil¬ 
lion  will  be  appropriated  directly,  and 
not  via  the  highway  trust  fund,  then  a 
single  amendment  at  the  proper  place  in 
line  1,  2,  or  3,  of  page  9,  stating  “with¬ 
out  reference  to  or  effect  upon  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund,"  or  language  of  similar 
effect,  would  accomplish  the  Senator’s 
purpose. 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  it  is  appropriated 
via  the  trust  fund,  as  the  Senator  says, 
it  would  have  to  be  put  back  into  the 
trust  fund  eventually  from  somewhere. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  Not  if  the  funds  were  ap¬ 
propriated  from  the  general  revenue  to 
the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  COTTON.  To  put  it  plainly,  can 
the  $400  million,  if  it  stays  in  the  bill 
under  the  present  language  of  the  bin, 
be  taken  from  the  trust  fund,  without 
being  replaced? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  cannot  be  taken  from 
the  trust  fund  without  first  having  been 
placed  in  the  trust  fund  by  appropria¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  COTTON.  By  appropriation. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  definite.  So 
if  that  is  correct,  then  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  has  little  further  appre¬ 
hension,  because  it  means  that  much  of 
the  $400  million  will  immediately  be  put 
into  circulation  in  connection  with  the 
ABC  roads  on  which  less  is  paid  for  en¬ 
gineering,  less  for  planning,  and  less  for 
rights-of-way,  and  where  the  money 
can  immediately  go  into  jobs  and  into 
construction,  which  is  very  important  at 
this  time.  That  is  the  intent  of  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  New  Hampshire,  and,  I  am 
sure,  of  the  members  of  the  committee. 

It  was  the  purpose  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  that  that  be  a  spe¬ 
cial  fund  and  that  it  should  not  deplete 
the  trust  fund.  I  gather  now,  from 
what  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  says, 
no  matter  how  it  is  arranged,  whether 
money  for  the  special  ABC  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  appropriated  and  goes  into  the 
trust  fund,  or  whether  it  is  appropri¬ 
ated  separately,  it  is  to  be  covered  by  an 
appropriation,  and  cannot  be  perma¬ 
nently  taken  from  the  trust  fund,  to 
constitute  a  further  drain  on  the  trust 
fund. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  possible,  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill,  for  the  trust  fund  to 
borrow  from  the  general  fund,  which,  it 
seems  to  me,  would  amount  to  the  same 
thing  in  either  instance,  whether  bor¬ 
rowed  from,  the  general  fund  or  appro¬ 
priated  from  the  general  fund.  It  would 
come  out  of  the  same  pocket.  If  the 
Senator  has  a  substantial  doubt  about  it, 
if  he  will  prepare  a  simple  amendment, 
I  shall  be  glad  to  confer  with  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee  about  it.  I  re¬ 
member  that  the  Senator  expressed  his 
views  and  intent  in  this  regard.  I  do 
not  recall  that  there  was  an  expressed 
concert  by  the  subcommittee  on  the 
point.  If  the  Senator  will  submit  an 
amendment,  I  shall  undertake  to  get 
such  concert. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  may  yield,  with 
the  understanding  that  he  will  not  lose 
the  floor,  so  that  I  may  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum,  and  that,  follow¬ 
ing  the  quorum  call,  I  may  propose  a 
unanimous-consent  request  on  behalf  of 
the  minority  leader  and  myself. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  proposed  by  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  and  myself  be  read.  I 
may  say  that  it  has  been  approved  by 
all  members  of  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Woi'ks  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  proposed  agreement. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday, 
March  26,  1958,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  3414,  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1958,  debate  shall  be  limited 
as  follows : 

Four  hours  on  the  so-called  billboard 
amendment,  and  3  hours  on  the  utility 
amendment,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  as  set  forth  in  the  case  of  other 
amendments  set  forth  below. 

Debate  on  any  other  amendment,  motion, 
appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the  table, 


shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion  and  the  major¬ 
ity  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event  the 
majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him:  Provided  further ,  That  no  amendment 
that  is  not  germane  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  4  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from- 
the  time  under  their  control  on  the  passage 
of  the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
may  I  ask  whether,  under  the  clause  re¬ 
lating  to  germaneness  in  the  proposed 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  it  would 
be  in  order  to  offer  an  amendment  which 
would  deal  with  title  II  of  the  Highway 
Act  of  1956,  which  relates  to  revenue? 
I  have  in  mind  an  amendment  relating 
to  title  H  of  the  Highway  Act  of  1956, 
which  is  entitled  “Highway  Revenue  Act 
of  1956.”  I  should  like  to  have  the  right 
to  offer  that  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  should  be 
glad  to  modify  the  unanimous* consent 
agreement  to  provide,  if  it  is  not  now  in 
the  order,  that  an  exception  be  made  in 
this  instance,  and  I  so  do. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  proposed  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  as  modified? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  I  ask  if,  when 
the  agreement  refers  to  the  billboard 
amendment,  it  refers  specifically  to  the 
amendment  designated  “3-24-58-B”  of¬ 
fered  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  and  other  Senators? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  think  it  is 
the  amendment  to  strike  out  the  bill¬ 
board  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  will  not  the  majority 
leader  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
change  the  time  for  convening  tomorrow 
morning  from  10  o’clock  to  10:30?  A 
rather  crucial  meeting  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration  is  sched¬ 
uled  to  begin  at  10  o’clock,  with  the  first 
item  on  the  agenda  to  be  the  question  of 
rule  XXII,  which  was  under  debate  for 
weeks.  It  will  be  disposed  of  in  a  half 
hour.  If  10  o’clock  is  to  be  the  hour 
fixed  for  the  Senate  to  meet,  it  will  kill 
the  meeting. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  So  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  it  will  not  kill  the  meet¬ 
ing.  If  any  member  of  the  committee 
desires  to  ask  unanimous  consent  tomor¬ 
row  morning  that  the  committee  may 
meet,  I  shall  not  object.  The  Senate  has 
already  entered  an  order  for  the  Senate 
to  convene  at  10  o’clock,  and  Senators 
have  been  notified  all  during  the  day  of 
that  fact. 

One  amendment  to  be  considered  will' 
keep  the  Senate  busy  until  2:30  tomor¬ 
row  afternoon  before  a  vote  will  be 
taken. 
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So  if  the  Senator  from  New  York  or 
any  other  member  of  his  committee  will 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  may  meet  tomorrow  morning,  I 
shall  offer  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  as  modified?  The 
Chair  hears  none;  and  the  agreement, 
as  modified,  is  entered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement  is 
modified  as  follows : 

Unanimous-Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That,  effective  on  Wednesday, 
March  26,  1958,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  3414,  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  debate  shall  be 
limited  as  follows: 

Four  hours  on  the  so-called  billboard 
amendment,  and  3  hours  on  the  utility 
amendment,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  as  set  forth  in  the  case  of  other 
amendments  set  forth  below. 

Debate  on  any  other  amendment,  motion, 
or  appeal,  except  a  motion  to  lay  on  the 
table,  shall  be  limited  to  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  mover 
of  any  such  amendment  or  motion  and  the 
majority  leader:  Provided,  That  in  the  event 
the  majority  leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion,  the  time  in  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  shall  be  controlled  by  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  or  some  Senator  designated  by 
him:  Provided  further.  That  no  amend¬ 
ment,  except  the  amendment  by  Senator 
Case  of  South  Dakota  to  title  II  of  the  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956,  that  is  not  germane  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  4  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled,  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the 
time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  of 
the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  any  Senators  who  care  to 
address  themselves  to  the  pending  bill 
will  have  an  opportunity  to  do  so  today, 
for  as  late  as  they  may  care  to  remain 
this  evening. 

I  am  not  certain  that  all  the  time 
available  under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  will  be  used  by  both  sides. 
I  should  like  to  have  the  secretary  for 
the  majority  and  the  secretary  for  the 
minority  keep  all  Senators  advised  of  the 
situation,  because  it  is  our  hope  that  a 
vote  on  the  bill  will  be  reached  either 
iate  on  Wednesday  or  early  on  Thurs¬ 
day. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  section  11 
of  the  bill  amends  section  111  of  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  which  deals  with 
reimbursement  to  the  States  for  the  cost 
of  relocating  utility  facilities  when  such 
location  is  made  necessary  by  construc¬ 
tion  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems.  The  present  law  author¬ 
izes  the  Federal  Government  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  such  costs  by  reimbursing  the 
State  its  pro  rata  share  whenever  the 
State  shall  have  paid  such  costs.  The 
committee  took  cognizance  of  the  fact 
that  since  enactment  of  the  act  of  1956, 
a  number  of  States  have  enacted  legisla¬ 
tion  providing  for  the  payment  of  such 
costs.  A  substantial  majority  of  the 


States  which  thus  have  acted  have  au¬ 
thorized  the  reimbursement  only  of  the 
utility-relocation  costs  made  necessary 
by  construction  projects  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  where  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  pro  rata  share  is  90  percent.  The 
committee  felt  that  this  was  a  develop¬ 
ment  contrary  to  the  purposes  for  which 
section  is  a  moderate  provision  which 
the  committee  proposes  to  amend  section 
111,  the  prmcipal  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  being  to  restrict  the  amount  pay¬ 
able  by  the  Federal  Government  for 
utility  relocation  costs  to  not  exceeding 
70  percent  of  such  costs  as  may  have 
been  paid  by  the  States. 

I  come  now,  Mr.  President,  to  a  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill  over  which  there  was 
substantial  controversy  'within  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee.  I  refer  to  section 
12,  which  is  designed  to  encourage  the 
several  States  to  regulate  the  erection  of 
signs  and  billboards  in  areas  adjacent 
to  the  Interstate  Highway  System.  This 
section  is  a  moderate  provision  which 
will  contribute  to  the  safe  and  efficient 
movement  of  traffic  over  our  interstate 
highways. 

Section  12  of  the  bill  is  the  one  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  large  numbers  of  tele¬ 
grams  which  Senators  are  receiving,  and 
in  which  telegrams  this  section  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  section  122. 

The  purpose  and  the  effect  of  section 
12  have,  in  my  opinion,  been  grossly 
misrepresented  and  much  exaggerated. 
Most  of  those  who  have  been  interested 
in  this  problem  insist  that  they  are  in 
favor  of  reasonable  regulation  of  bill¬ 
board  advertising.  Some,  however,  pro¬ 
fess  not  to  have  been  able  to  find  a 
means  of  doing  so  which  meets  fully  the 
criteria  which  they  feel  should  be  em¬ 
bodied  in  appropriate  legislation.  The 
Committee  on  Public  Works  has  studied 
this  problem  intensively  over  an  ex¬ 
tended  period  of  time.  Lengthy  hearings 
have  been  held.  There  has  been  pro¬ 
longed  discussion  in  executive  session  in 
which  every  member  of  the  committee 
has  participated  in  good  faith. 

I  make  no  claim  that  the  solution  con¬ 
tained  in  section  12  of  the  bill  is  perfect. 
I  do  say,  however,  Mr.  President,  in  all 
sincerity,  that  it  constitutes  a  reasonable 
and  a  sensible  aproach  that  comes  as 
near  as  possible  to  meeting  the  legiti¬ 
mate  objections  of  those  who  may  be  in¬ 
terested  in  the  outdoor-advertising  busi¬ 
ness  or  who  may  be  interested  in  using 
that  advertising  medium,  while  protect¬ 
ing  the  public  interest  in  highway  safety 
and  in  the  preservation  of  scenic  beauty 
and  points  of  historical  interest. 

This  section,  Mr.  Persident,  does  not 
prohibit  outdoor  advertising,  although 
some  seem  to  fear  that  it  does.  On 
the  contrary,  it  merely  provides  aid  and 
incentives  for  States  to  exercise  reason¬ 
able  regulation  of  outdoor  advertising 
and  other  conservation  measures  under 
the  terms  of  broad  policy  guidelines 
specified  in  the  bill.  This  bill,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  does  not  provide  for  Federal 
regulation  of  billboards,  as  some  have 
suggested  that  it  does.  Any  regulation, 
other  than  for  the  segments  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  lying  within  federally 
owned  lands,  if  accomplished  at  all,  will 
be  accomplished  only  by  the  several 


States  or  by  counties  or  municipalities  of 
the  several  States,  which  will  be  free  to 
regulate  or  not  to  regulate,  as  they  may 
deem  advisable. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  yielding  to  me. 

First,  let  me  say  to  him  that  among 
the  objectives  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  in 
connection  with  the  construction  of  its 
turnpike,  were  the  promotion  of  safety 
and  the  increase  of  the  scenic  beauty 
along  the  highway,  by  acquiring  restric¬ 
tive  rights  on  adjacent  property  against 
the  display  of  signs  and  other  devices 
which  would  distract  the  attention  of 
the  motorist  from  fulfilling  his  proper 
responsibility  in  connection  with  the  op¬ 
eration  of  his  motor  vehicle. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  does  the  law  of  the 
State  of  Ohio,  to  which  the  able  Senator 
has  referred,  contemplate  by  the  term 
restriction?  It  does  not  mean  an  ab¬ 
solute  prohibition,  does  it? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No.  Within  a  certain 
distance — which  I  cannot  speecify  at 
this  time — of  the  rights-of-way  acquired, 
property  owners  transfer  to  the  State 
their  right  to  use  the  property  for  the 
erection  of  billboards.  In  my  opinion 
that  arrangement  has  proved  highly  suc¬ 
cessful,  and  has  met  with  the  approval 
of  the  traveling  public. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  that  a  restriction  or  a 
regulation?  I  believe  that  in  the  sense 
in  which  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  used 
the  word  restriction,  it  means  a  regula¬ 
tion  for  the  control  of  the  location  of 
billboards  or  other  outdoor  advertising 
media. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Was  that  regulation  ac¬ 
complished  in  Ohio  by  the  purchase  of 
an  advertising  easement  on  the  prop¬ 
erty,  or  was  it  accomplished  by  the  use 
of  the  police  power? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  connection  with 
the  acquisition  of  the  right-of-way,  as 
an  incident  to  the  transaction  there  was 
acquired  from  the  property  owner  a  re¬ 
linquishment  of  his  property  right  to 
have  billboards  erected  on  his  land. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  other  words,  as  the 
State  of  Ohio  purchased  the  rights-of- 
way,  it  negotiated  with  the  landowners 
for  the  purchase  of  the  advertising  ease¬ 
ments  on  areas  in  addition  to  the  rights- 
of-way  acquired;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
knows,  that  is  one  of  the  ways  by  means 
of  which  outdoor  advertising  along  the 
Interstate  System  can  be  controlled  un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  pending  bill,  in 
case  States  do  thus  acquire  from  the 
owners,  and  pay  for,  the  advertising- 
easements.  In  such  cases,  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  reimburse  the  States  to  the 
extent  of  90  percent  of  the  cost,  provided 
it  does  not  exceed  five  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  right-of-way. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes,  I  so  understand. 
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I  have  some  questions  in  regard  to 
section  12.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
section  12  provides  for  the  payment — 
in  part,  by  the  Federal  Government — of 
the  cost  of  acquiring  restrictive  rights 
against  the  use  of  the  property  for  bill¬ 
board  displays. 

That  section  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce - 

Mr.  GORE„/  From  what,  line  is  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  reading? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  shall  state  that  in 
a  moment. 

It  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  may  enter  into  agreements  with 
the  separate  States  for  the  carrying  out 
of  this  policy. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  begins  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  21. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Beginning  in  line  15,  on  page  22,  we 
find  the  following: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from__  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent 
to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  mu¬ 
nicipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which 
traverse  other  areas  where  the  land  use  is 
clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial 
or  commercial,  or  which  are  built  on  rights- 
of-way  wholly  acquired  before  July  1,  1956. 

My  query  is,  Does  this  language  mean 
that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  within 
his  discretion,  shall  be  able  to  exclude 
highways  traversing  a  municipality, 
even  though  the  municipality  is  desirous 
that  such  highways  be  included  in  the 
program?  v  , 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  give  the 
Senator  my  interpretation,  but  first  I 
am  glad  to  yield  to  one  of  the  coauthors 
of  the  amendment,  the  junior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  I  have  in  mind 
is  this:  Let  us  assume  a  municipality 
says,  “We  want  to  be  included  in  the 
provision  excluding  billboards  and  other 
attention-distracting  devices,”  but  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  says,  “In  my  dis¬ 
cretion,  that  should  not  be  done.” 
Would  it  be  the  judgment  of  $,he  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  that  would  be  final  in 
the  matter? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  answer  the  Senator’s  question  in 
this  way:  The  constitutions  of  some  of 
the  States  of  the  Union,  as  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  well  knows,  contain  what  are  called 
home-rule  provisions,  under  which, 
where  municipalities  are  organized  and 
incorporated  pursuant  to  State  law,  they 
have  exclusive  police-power  jurisdiction; 
whereas,  as  the  able  Senator  knows,  in 
other  States  of  the  Union  local  commu¬ 
nities  ai’e  completely  creatures  of  the 
State  government. 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  authors  of 
the  amendment  to  recognize  that  some 
States,  through  their  State  governments, 
would  not  have  the  State  constitutional 
authority  to  speak  for  home-rule  cities 
within  their  jurisdiction;  but,  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  where  local  municipalities  were 
complete  creatures  of  the  State  govern¬ 
ment,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  au¬ 
thors  of  this  amendment  that  the  State, 
in  accordance  with  what  the  able  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Ohio  has  in  mind,  if  the  State 
were  speaking  for  all  those  municipal¬ 
ities,  it  could  do  so  under  the  State’s 
constitutional  provisions.  So  in  draft¬ 
ing  this  language  to  give  the  Secretary 
authority  to  place  in  the  agreement  with 
the  State  such  exceptions  as  are  herein 
enumerated,  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
authors,  and  of  the  entire  committee,  to 
develop  on  the  Senate  floor  the  intention 
to  include  every  area  that  could  be  in¬ 
cluded. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is,  the  situation 
would  not  then  develop  which  would  pre¬ 
clude  a  State,  in  the  areas  over  which  it 
did  have  control,  from  entering  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  bringing  the  State  within  the 
provisions  of  this  proposed  law? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  com¬ 
pletely  correct.  In  circumstances  where 
the  State  government  could  speak  for 
its  municipalities  without  violating  the 
provisions  of  the  State  constitution,  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  committee 
which  approved  the  amendment  that  the 
State  should  so  speak,  and  those  areas 
should  be  included  in  the  agreement. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  very  point? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  that  the  statement  of  the  intention 
which  the  Senator  from  California  has 
so  eloquently  made  was  'certainly  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  framers  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  Senator  from  California 
made  a  very  eloquent  speech  on  the  floor 
when  he  submitted  a  proposal  and 
stated  that  the  provision  was  in  the 
amendment.  It  is  not  in  the  bill  now 
before  the  Senate.  If  the  Senator  will 
look  at  page  22  of  the  bill,  beginning  at 
line  15,  he  will  find  language  which 
specifically  provides - 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  May  I  interrupt? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  concern  is  that 
the  language  contained  in  line  16  puts 
the  discretion  in  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce,  and  it  is  silent  concerning  any 
discretionary  power  in  the  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  eminently 
correct.  The  language  beginning  at  line 
15,  and  going  through  line  24  on  page  22, 
if  this^bill  becomes  law,  insofar  as  it  is 
capable  of  being  carried  out,  will  place 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  him 
alone,  the  discretion  to  disregard  any 
State  zoning  power,  or  municipal  zoning 
power  or  authority,  and  leave  solely  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  the  decision  as  to  what  the  re¬ 
striction  shall  be. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  invite 
attention  to  line  4,  page  23  of  the  bill, 
which  reads: 

The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  within 
that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized 
under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this 
Act,  to  which  the  national  policy  and  the 
agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof, 
not  including  any  additional  cost  that  may 
be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the 
agreement. 

Therefore  I  point  out,  Mr.  President, 
that  the  increased  share  payable  to  the 


State  by  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  and  cannot  include  such  payment 
with  respect  to  a  section  of  the  inter¬ 
state  highway  which  does  not  meet  the 
national  standards,  and  which  is  not 
covered  by  the  agreement. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  anticipated  my  question.  I 
was  going  to  ask  this  question:  If  a 
State  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  under  which 
agreement  certain  segments  of  the  high¬ 
way  traversing  a  municipality  are  ex¬ 
cluded,  then  for  the  purpose  of  ascer¬ 
taining  the  amount  to  be  paid  under 
the  one-half  of  1  percent  formula, 
that  segment  of  the  highway  running 
through  the  municipality  is  not  con¬ 
sidered.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  But  it  may  be  considered. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Getting  back  to  that 
point,  that  is  what  I  understood  the 
Senator  from  California,  joined  in  by 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  declared  to 
be  the  intention  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  repeat 
his  question? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  declaration  made 
by  the  Senator  from  California,  and  ob¬ 
viously  subscribed  to  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  is  to  the  effect - 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  obvious 
that  I  agree  with  the  interpretation  of 
the  language  of  this  portion  of  the  bill. 
I  say,  in  all  candor,  that  as  the  bill  is 
drafted,  if  this  language  is  interpreted 
strictly,  the  discretion  is  vested  in  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  If  the  Senator 
wanted  to  correct  that  situation  and 
make  such  discretion  dependent  upon 
the  application  of  a  State,  then  I  6hink 
it  might  be  necessary  to  add  the  words 
“and  upon  application  of  the  State”  in 
line  17  or  in  some  other  appropriate 
place. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  faced  with  the  fear 
that,  though  the  intention  was  as  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  Senator  from  California, 
the  language  used  does  not  carry  out 
that  intention? 

Mr.  GORE.  Practically,  I  think  the 
language  is  not  a  prohibition  at  all. 
However,  it  is  inconceivable  to  me  that 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  negotiat¬ 
ing  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  Ohio 
on  the  regulation  of  outdoor  advertising 
along  the  rights-of-way  of  the  Interstate 
System,  would  be  entirely  arbitrary  and 
would  thereby  and  in  that  manner  ex¬ 
clude  the  municipal  areas,  which  consti¬ 
tute  about  half  the  route  of  Ohio,  I  sup¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  conceive  that  he 
would  exclude  such  areas  from  the  appli¬ 
cation  and  the  subject  matter  of  the 
agreement  if  the  State  wanted  to  nego¬ 
tiate  on  the  basis  of  including  those 
segments.  / 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  What  I  wish  to  make 
certain  is  that  the  States  which  desire 
to  negotiate  on  the  basis  of  including 
such  portions  of  the  highway  as  traverse 
municipalities  shall  not  be  precluded 
from  enjoying  that  right  because  of  the 
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adverse  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
medce,  acting  at  his  discretion. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  bill  in  no  way  would 
preclude  such  negotiations  and  agree¬ 
ments. 

I  have  to  agree  with  the  distinguishd 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  that 
the  discretion  vested  in  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  not  dependent  upon  an  ap¬ 
plication  by  the  State.  Perhaps  it  should 
be. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Seantor  yield  further  at  that  point? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  that  under  the  language  of  the  bill, 
if  the  State  makes  an  agreement  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  certain  things 
automatically  follow.- 

First,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
full  and  complete  discretion  to  apply  the 
regulatory  powers  and  control  powers 
given  by  the  bill  to  every  mile  of  the 
Interstate  Highway  in  the  State.  Based 
upon  that  fact,  the  bill  provides  that 
when  the  contract  is  made  the  State  re¬ 
ceives,  on  the  basis  of  money  being  ap¬ 
propriated — if,  as,  and  when  appropri¬ 
ated,  but  not  out  of  the  trust  fund — an 
amount  equal  to  one-half  of  1  percent  of 
the  money  furnished  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  State  for  the  Interstate 
System. 

Mr.  GORE.  No.  It  refers  to  those 
segments  included  in  the  agreement. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  they  make  any  agree¬ 
ment  it  is  an  all-inclusive  contract,  be¬ 
cause  the  bill  specifically  provides  that 
having  made  a  contract  “with  any  State 
prior  to  July  1,  1961,  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 
Interstate  System  within  that  State  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  funds  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  section  108  of  this  act” - 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  read 
further? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  provision  continues 
“to  which  the  national  policy  and  the 
agreement  apply.”  And  they  apply 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

Mr.  GORE.  No. 

Mr.  KERR.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  agree  with  that 
interpretation. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  the  plain  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill.  That  is  the  provision 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
in  the  first  instance,  but  I  cannot  go 
along  with  him  in  his  last  statement, 
because  it  is  a  matter  of  an  agreement 
between  the  State  and  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  Unless  there  was  an 
agreement  reached  between  the  State 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  the 
provision  would  not  apply. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  ask  the  Senator  to  tell 
the  Senate,  then,  if  an  agreement  is 
made  to  what  does  it  apply? 

Mr.  GORE.  To  those  projects,  or  to 
those  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
within  the  State  included  in  the  terms 
of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  language  states: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  Incorporated  municipalities 


wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal 
regulation  or  control — 

Therefore,  it  is  discretionary. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield;  and,  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  point  out  to  the  able 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  in 
line  7,  on  page  23  of  the  bill,  he  will  find 
the  activating  language  so  far  as  the 
financial  incentive  to  the  State  is  con¬ 
cerned,  which  reads: 

Shall  be  increased  by  one-half  of  1  percent 
of  the  total  cost  thereof — 

That  refers  to  the  projects  on  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  within  such  a  State. 
The  language  immediately  prior  reads: 
provided  for  by  funds  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  section  108  of  this  act,  to  which 
the  national  policy  and  the  agreement 
apply. 

I  now  defer  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  that  when  we  inves¬ 
tigated  the  question  of  home -rule 
provisions  in  State  constitutions,  we 
came  to  a  realization  that  in  various 
States  of  the  American  Union  towns, 
municipalities,  and  villages  are  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  various  ways  under  State  laws. 
It  was  exceedingly  difficult  to  find  lan¬ 
guage  which  would  do  what  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  has  in  mind  and  what  the 
Senator  from  California  has  in  mind; 
that  is  to  say,  in  States  where  municipal¬ 
ities  exercise  constitutional  home  rule 
the  State  could  not  speak  for  them,  but 
in  States  where  municipalities  exercise 
home  rule  solely  as  creatures  of  the  State 
government  and  the  State  legislature, 
the  State  could  speak  for  them.  Rather 
than  try  to  find  precise  language  which 
would  cover  all  shades  of  the  situation, 
the  language  set  forth  was  finally  agreed 
upon. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  discretion  is  vested  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  but  subject  to 
conditions.  As  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee  indicated,  the  Secretary’s  dis¬ 
cretion  must  be  governed  by  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  State  with  respect  to  any 
particular  contract;  and,  secondly,  by 
the  language  of  the  bill,  as  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  stated,  “to  which  the 
national  policy  and  the  agreement 
apply.” 

I  have  one  more  comment.  There 
must  be  an  element  of  good  faith  in 
carrying  out  the  basic  intention  of  such 
a  provision  in  the  bill.  I  am  sure  a  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  who  acted  in  a  ca¬ 
pricious  or  arbitrary  manner  would  not 
last  very  long,  so  far  as  an  alert  Con¬ 
gress  was  concerned. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit  me  to  interject  at  that  point,  no  State 
is  required  to  accept  any  part  of  this 
provision. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  conceive  of  a 
State  entering  into  an  agreement  with 
a  Secretary  of  Commerce  who  was  show¬ 
ing  caprice,  arbitrariness,  and  unfair¬ 
ness.  I  cannot  believe  that  an  agree¬ 
ment  would  be  reached  unless  there  were 
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proper  consideration  shown  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  the  State,  which 
is  left  completely  free  to  regulate  or  not 
to  regulate. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  it  sees  fit. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  entirely  within  the 
election  of  a  State  whether  it  will  take 
advantage  of  any  part  of  the  financial 
incentives  provided  in  the  section.  That 
being  the  case,  though  I  agree  with  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  the 
discretion  vested  in  the  Secretary  to  ex¬ 
clude  certain  segments  is  not,  by  the 
strict  terms  of  the  bill,  activated  only 
upon  the  application  of  the  State,  yet  the 
entire  question  of  whether  the  State  shall 
enter  into  an  agreement  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  left  to  the  State  to  decide. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Let  me  say  to  my  good 
friend  that  he  may  find  limitations  in 
the  bill  as  to  what  the  State  may  receive, 
but  he  cannot  find  limitations  as  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
once  the  State  makes  the\  contract,  be¬ 
cause  if  he  will  refer  to  line  5  on  page 
22,  he  will  see  the  language : 

Any  such  agreement — - 

That  must  refer  to  any  agreement 
which  a  highway  department  makes 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce — 
shall  Include  provisions  for  regulation  and 
control  of  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  adver¬ 
tising  devices  in  conformity  with  the  stand¬ 
ards  established"  in  accordance  with  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  may  include,  among  other 
things — 

That  is  over  and  beyond  what  is  set 
forth  on  page  21  as  to  what  such  agree¬ 
ments  shall  include.  It — 
may  include,  among  other  things,  provisions 
for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  preven¬ 
tion  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation, 
development  of  viewpoints  for  scenic  attrac¬ 
tions  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  with¬ 
out  charge,  and  the  erection  of  markers, 
signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical  signifi¬ 
cance. 

That  language  plainly  states  that  any 
such  agreement  that  is  made  between 
the  Secretary  and  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  shall  include  provisions  for  regu¬ 
lation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  signs,  and  so  forth,  es¬ 
tablished  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (a). 

Mr.  GORE,  What  is  wrong  with 
that? 

Mr.  KERR.  What  is  wrong  with  it, 
so  far  as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is 
concerned,  is  that  it  requires  that  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  be  given  power, 
within  his  discretion — and,  I  will  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  without  com¬ 
pensation — to  take  private  property. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  the  high¬ 
way  department,  which  has  no  author¬ 
ity  to  do  so,  may  give  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  who  has  no  authority  to 
accept  it,  the  power — at  the  point  of  a 
pistol,  at  it  were — without  compensa¬ 
tion,  to  deprive  any  property  owner 
within  650  feet  of  the  right-of-way  on 
either  side,  in  perpetuity,  of  his  vested 
right  to  lease  or  otherwise  use  the  prop¬ 
erty  for  the  purpose  of  exhibiting  or 
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permitting  others  to  exhibit  advertise¬ 
ments  of  any  kind. 

In  addition,  the  agreement  may  in¬ 
clude,  among  other  things,  provisions 
for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  pre- 
vention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  refor¬ 
estation,  and  so  forth. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lattsche] 
has  never  seen  such  a  far-reaching 
grant  of  power  in  his  lifetime — power 
transferred  by  an  agency  which  has  no 
authority,  to  another,  who  has  no  legis¬ 
lative  authority  to  exercise  the  power, 
except  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  and  the 
contract  which  is  made.  It  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  deprive  citizens  of  their  prop¬ 
erty  at  the  point  of  a  pistol,  as  it  were, 
without  compensation  or  any  considera¬ 
tion  of  its  value. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  reference  to  the 
taking  of  property  at  the  point  of  a  pis¬ 
tol  brings  up  the  point  to  which  the 
junior  Senator  from  Ohio  has  already 
referred,  and  that  is  that  the  State  of 
Ohio  paid  for  such  rights. 

Mr.  KERR.  Not  at  all.  It  does  not 
have  to. 

Mr.  GORE,  I  am  referring  to  what, 
the  State  of  Ohio  has  already  done. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  was  true  in  the 
case  of  the  building  of  the  Ohio  toll  road. 

Mr.  GORE.  There  are  other  ways  by 
which  the  regulation  may  be  accom¬ 
plished,  and  that  is  by  the  power  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain,  or  by  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  They  are  two  different 
things. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  refer  to  the  powe  of  the 
State  relating  to  the  zoning  of  property, 
and  the  regulation  of  property  for  pub¬ 
lic  purposes.  Under  either  method, 
whether  by  use  of  the  police  power  or 
whether  by  actual  purchase  in  condem¬ 
nation  of  the  advertising  easement,  a 
State  may  implement  the  standards,  ob¬ 
jectives,  and  policies  set  out  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  in 
order  that  I  may  make  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  for  the  yeas  and  nays 
on  final  passage  of  the  bill,  so  that  every 
Senator  may  know  that  when  the  debate 
is  concluded  there  will  be  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  amendment, 
designated  “3-24-58-2,”  which  I  offer  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin],  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and  myself,  be 
made  the  pending  question,  so  that  Sen¬ 
ators  may  know  what  the  first  question 
to  be  voted  upon  tomorrow  will  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Is  that  the 
so-called  billboard  amendment? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  pending 
action  upon  that  request,  I  ask  that  the 
committee  amendment  be  considered  as 
original  text  for  the  purpose  of  amend¬ 
ment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  irfformed  that  that  has  already 
been  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  amend  his  re¬ 
quest  so  as  to  include  the  printing  of  his 
amendment  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  was  printed  yesterday, 
and  is  available  at  the  desk. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Will  the 
Senator  have  it  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  include  the  request 
that  the  amendment  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  that  his  amendment  be 
made  the  pending  question,  and  that  it 
may  be  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  purpose  of  the  request  is  that 
Senators  may  know  that  there  will  be 
approximately  4  hours  of  debate  on  the 
Kerr  amendment  under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

If  the  morning  hour  is  concluded  at 
10:30,  all  Senators  will  be  on  notice  as 
to  the  approximate  time  when  a  vote 
may  be  reached  on  the  Kerr  amendment. 
Several  Senators  are  attending  meetings 
at  Annapolis  and  other  places.  They 
will  wish  to  know  approximately  when 
a  vote  may  be  reached.  We  may  reach 
a  vote  between  1:30  and  2  o’clock  p.  m. 
tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  rise  to  propound  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Would 
the  granting  of  the  request  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  preclude  the  offer¬ 
ing  of  a  perfecting  amendment  to  the 
text  which  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  proposes  to  strike? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  which  amendment  does  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  desire  to  offer? 
If  he  will  send  it  to  the  desk,  the  clerk 
will  read  it,  and  the  Chair  believes  it  will 
be  understood. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  amendment 
which  is  the  subject  matter  of  the 
unanimous-consent  request  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  20,  line 
19,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  of 
section  12  through  line  9,  on  page  24. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  point  of  my  inquiry  is  that 
I  propose  to  offer  a  perfecting  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  language  which  would  be 
stricken  by  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  being 
made  the  pending  question,  but  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  foreclosed,  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement,  from  offering 
a  perfecting  amendment  which  will  be 
voted  upon  before  the  motion  to  strike 
is  voted  upon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  the  motion  to  amend  the  section 


proposed  to  be  stricken  would  be  in  order 
before  a  vote  is  taken.  A  technical  per¬ 
fecting  amendment  will  be  in  order  be¬ 
fore  a  vote  is  taken  on  the  motion  to 
strike. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

•  Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Is  it  appropriate 
at  this  time  to  ask  that  the  yeas  and 
nays  be  ordered  on  the  Kerr  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  As  soon  as 
the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  acted  upon,  I  intend  to  make 
such  a  request,  in  order  that  Senators 
may  have  ample  notice. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  time  is  taken  on  the 
Case  amendment,  will  it  be  deducted 
from  the  time  allowed  on  the  Kerr 
amendment  itself? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  if  the  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  approved,  the  procedure 
would  be,  that  there  would  be  4  hours 
of  debate  on  the  Kerr  amendment;  that 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  could 
propose  an  amendment,  and  1  hour  of 
debate,  30  minutes  on  each  side,  would 
be  permitted  on  the  Case  amendment; 
and  that  then  the  Senate  would  vote  on 
the  Kerr  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  the  time  for  debate 
on  the  Case  amendment  would  not  be 
taken  from  the  time  for  debate  on  the 
Kerr  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  would 
not  be  taken  from  the  time  for  debate 
on  the  Kerr  amendment. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  unanimous 
consert  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  that  the  pending  question  to¬ 
morrow  morning  shall  be  his  amend¬ 
ment,  which  has  just  been  stated  by 
the  clerk? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
Kerr  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  should 
like  to  invite  the  attention  of  all  Sena¬ 
tors  to  the  fact  that  1  hour  of  debate 
will  be  allowed  on  all  amendments  ex¬ 
cept  on  the  utility  amendment  and  the 
billboard  amendment.  Assuming,  for 
the  purpose  of  illustration,  that  the  Case 
amendment  is  offered  at  10:30  tomorrow 
morning,  there  would  be  a  total  of  1 
hour  of  debate  available  on  that  amend¬ 
ment,  with  30  minutes  to  each  side. 
Therefore  a  vote  on  the  Case  amendment 
would  come  at  approximately  11:30. 
May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  whether  he  will  request  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  his  amendment? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Not  on 
my  perfecting  amendment;  no. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  first 
vote,  therefore,  would  come  on  the  Kerr 
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amendment.  Assuming  that  all  the  time 
on  the  amendment  is  used,  the  vote  on 
the  Kerr  amendment  would  come  some¬ 
where  between  1 :30  and  2:30. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  state  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  could  not  offer  his  amend¬ 
ment  until  all  time  had  been  consumed 
on  the  Kerr  amendment,  unless  one  side 
or  the  other  yielded  time  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Then  the 
Senate  will  not  have  any  vote  until  1:30 
or  2:30. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident — 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  believe 
I  should  state  the  perfecting  amendment 
which  may  be  offered.  Whether  I  offer 
it  will  depend  on  the  answers  I  receive 
to  the  questions  I  pose  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  In  view  of  the  discus¬ 
sion  which  has  taken  place  on  the  part 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  it  occurs  to  me  that  it  may  be 
possible  for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  a  State  to  agree  upon  excluding  from 
the  application  of  the  national  standards 
certain  segments  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  which  traverse  municipalities,  and 
not  to  have  such  segments  excluded 
when  it  comes  to  computing  the  in¬ 
creased  payment. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  believe  that  is 
correct.  The  first  part  of  the  Senator’s 
statement  is  undoubtedly  true.  The 
junior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car- 
roll]  has  pointed  out  that  a  project  can 
be  a  segment  of  an  interstate  highway. 
Obviously  we  will  not  have  41,000  miles 
in  one  project.  However,  if  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  will  refer  to  page  23, 
beginning  in  line  4  of  the  bill,  and  read 
lines  4  through  10,  inclusive,  he  will  find 
that  the  payment  of  the  one-half  of  1 
percent  shall  apply  only  to  those  seg¬ 
ments  to  which  the  national  policy  and 
the  agreement  apply. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  but 
the  agreement  will  apply  to  the  ex¬ 
cluded  segments  of  the  highway.  It 
must  be  in  the  agreement  or  it  will  be 
excluded  from  the  standards.  What  is 
excluded  is  the  application  of  the 
standards,  not  the  segment  of  the 
project. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  agree  with  that 
statement. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Let  me 
suggest  thfrianguage  of  an  amendment 
which  I  believe  would  clarify  the  situ¬ 
ation.  The  amendment  would  be  in¬ 
serted  at  the  end  of  the  sentence  which 
deals  with  the  agreement  between  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  and - 

Mr.  GORE.  On  what  page  is  that? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  refer 
to  the  bottom  of  page  22.  Lines  15 
through  24  on  page  22  provided  for  the 
exclusion  of  the  application  of  the  na¬ 
tional  standards,  but  that  language  does 
not  exclude  the  segment  from  the  agree¬ 
ment.  The  segment  must  be  in  the 
agreement  in  order  that  the  standard 
be  excluded. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  will  find - 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  May  I 
follow  through  on  this  point? 


Mr.  GORE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  There¬ 
fore  I  believe  that  at  the  end  of  the 
sentence  in  line  24  there  ought  to  be 
added  a  proviso  such  as  this: 

Provided,  however,  That  any  such  seg¬ 
ment  excluded  from  the  application  of  such 
standards  shall  not  be  considered  in  com¬ 
puting  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  thereof. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  that  proposed 
language  sets  forth  what  is  stated  on 
page  23,  lines  4  to  10.  So  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  do  not  believe  I  would  ob¬ 
ject  to  such  an  amendment,  although, 
of  course,  I  would  have  to  confer  with 
my  colleagues  on  the  subcommittee.  It 
seems  to  say  precisely  what  the  intent 
of  the  committee  is  and  what  I  believe 
would  be  a  reasonable  interpretation  of 
the  language  on  page  23. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  believe 
it  is  in  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the 
language.  However,  I  am  afraid  that 
the  language  on  page  23,  if  closely  read, 
makes  the  share  payable  for  the  project 
to  which  the  national  policy  and  the 
agreement  apply. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  the  national  policy 
spelled  out  in  agreements,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  will  note  on  page  22,  line  5,  “shall 
include  provisions  for  regulation  and 
control  of  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  advertising  signs,”  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  but 
if  that  portion  is  left  out  and  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  it  does  not  apply  because  it  is 
subject  to  municipal  regulation,  there 
should  not  be  included  the  additional 
half  percent  for  the  section  that  is 
taken  out. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
thoroughly.  If  there  is  any  doubt  as  to 
the  meaning  of  the  language  to  which 
I  have  referred  on  page  23,  then  his 
amendment  will  be  in  order,  and  I  hope 
he  will  give  consideration  to  it  further 
and  confer  with  the  authors  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  prior  to  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  I  have  indicated  be 
printed;  and  for  the  information  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  I  read  the 
amendment.  It  would  be,  on  page  22,  at 
the  end  of  line  24,  to  strike  out  the 
period  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon, 
and  the  following  proviso: 

Provided,  however.  That  any  such  segment 
excluded  from  the  application  of  such 
standards  shall  not  be  considered  in  com¬ 
puting  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  thereof. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  will  be 
received  and  printed. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  understand  that  the 
amendment  which  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  in  mind  is  in  accord 
with  the  intention  and  purpose  of  the 
committee  as  set  forth  in  the  language 
of  the  bill.  However,  it  may  have  a  seri¬ 
ous  impact  in  some  States.  In  Ohio,  the 
probability  is  that  one-half  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  runs  through  municipali¬ 
ties.  If  the  State  decides  to  exclude  the 


segments  of  the  highways  which  run 
through  municipalities,  and  then  is  re¬ 
duced  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  mileage 
taken  out,  in  proportion,  the  moneys  re¬ 
maining  with  which  to  put  into  effect  the 
program  on  the  remainder  of  the  system 
will  be  practically  nil. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Then  by 
the  very  virtue  of  what  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  has  pointed  out,  if  we  exclude  half 
the  mileage  from  the  application  of  the 
standards  because  half  of  the  mileage  is 
within  municipalities,  there  would  be  a 
1-percent  increase  for  the  half  to  which 
the  standards  apply. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  that  were  the  interpre¬ 
tation,  I  do  not  believe  it  would  be  a 
reasonable  interpretation.  It  would  be 
contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Sentor  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  language  beginning  on 
page  22,  in  order  definitely  to  express  the 
intention  of  the  committee,  might  be 
amended  by  inserting,  on  line  17,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  word  “policy,”  these  words: 
“and  upon  application  of  the  State.” 

That  would  mean  that  if  a  State  were 
desirous  of  including  an  entire' project, 
in  the  program,  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  would  have  no  discretion  to  ex¬ 
clude  any  part  of  the  project. 

Mr.  GORE.  Except  upon  application 
of  the  State. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Only  when  the  State 
would  apply  to  exclude  those  portions  of 
ar' highway  running  through  a  munici¬ 
pality  would  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
have  the  discretion  to  exclude  them.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
language  “and  upon  application  of  the 
State”  would  clearly  place  the  initia¬ 
tion  upon  the  State. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.,  Is  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  in  a  position  to  say  whether 
he  would  accept  an  amendment  of  that 
type? 

Mr.  GORE.  Before  saying  so,  I  should 
like  to  confer  with  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  prior  to  the  convening  of 
the  Senate  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  do  not  think  the 
discretion  should  be  placed  completely 
in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The 
States  should  have  something  to  say. 
If  they  once  declare,  “We  want  so  much 
of  the  highway  excluded,”  only  then 
should  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  be 
permitted  to  exercise  his  discretion. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  I  stated  earlier,  the 
whole  matter  rests  upon  the  initiation 
and  approval  by  the  States.  It  may  be, 
so  far  as  segments  are  concerned,  that 
we  need  to  spell  out  that,  so  that  even 
there,  also,  the  initiative  rests  clearly 
with  the  States.  I  will  confer  with  my 
colleagues  overnight. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  I  understand  correctly 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  it  would  exclude  the 
cost  of  the  Interstate  System  in  the 
municipal  areas  from  any  effect - 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  the 
application  standards  are  excluded. 
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Mr.  KERR.  From  any  amount  of 
money  the  State  would  get.  That  is,  the 
State  would  get  that  much  less  by  reason 
of  the  amendment,  under  the  terms  of 
the  one-half  of  one  percent  bonus  or 
incentive,  but  it  would  not  in  anywise 
affect  the  discretionary  ppwer  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  regulate  those 
areas  within  the  municipality  and  to 
control  signboards.  Under  the  bill,  his 
authority  to  regulate  them  is  limited  to 
permitting  signboards;  and  under  the 
proposed  Act,  his  authority  to  regulate 
them  is  limited  to  permitting  signs  not 
in  excess  of  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Upon  what  language 
is  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  relying 
ing  to  support  the  statement  that  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  has  complete 
discretion? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is  the  language  be¬ 
ginning  in  line  15.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  referred  to  the  language  in 
line  5,  which  begins,  “Any  such  agree¬ 
ment  shall  include  provisions  for  regu¬ 
lation  and  control.” 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
What  agreement  is  that  which  is  desig¬ 
nated?  To  what  does  the  phrase  “any 
such  agreement”  refer? 

Mr.  G#RE.  That  refers  to  an  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  a  State;  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill, 
has  no  authority,  except  that  it  be  ef¬ 
fectuated  through  an  agreement  between 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  a  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
If  he  will  read  the  five  lines  preceding 
the  words  “any  such  agreement,”  he  will 
have  the  information  concerning  what 
the  agreement  is. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  read 
those  lines.  The  first  sentence  begins 
on  line  25,  page  21. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
to  enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway 
departments  (including  such  supplementary 
agreements  as  may  be  necessary)  to  carry 
out  the  national  policy  set  forth  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
Interstate  System  within  the  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  that  say,  “with  ref¬ 
erence  to  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State”?  Or  does  it 
not  state  completely  that  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  enter  into 
agreements  with  a  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  with  respect  to  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State? 

Mr.  GORE.  To  carry  out  the  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a) . 

Mr.  KERR.  Very  well.  What  is  the 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  ? 

Mr.  GORE.  Before  we  come  to  that, 
I  point  out  that  the  conferring  of  au¬ 
thority  upon  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the 
State  is  a  far  cry  from  conferring  au¬ 
thority  upon  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  impose  a  condition. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct.  But  I  have  been  saying 
that  once  a  State  highway  department 
makes  a  contract,  the  contract  confers 
upon  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  what 
I  have  indicated;  and  the  only  author¬ 
ity  which  the  Secretary  has  to  make  a 
contract  with  a  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  is  with  respect  to  the  interstate 
system  within  the  State.  That  is  the 


authority,  and  it  sets  forth  what  the 
contract  is  that  is  authorized. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  asked  me  if  I  saw  in  those  lines 
the  word  “segments.”  I  do  not  see  “seg¬ 
ments’  in  those  lines;  but  if  the  Senator 
will  refer  to  line  18,  page  22,  he  will  see 
the  phrase  “for  excluding  from  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  national  standards  segments 
of  the  Interstate  System.’ 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct.  That  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  may,  at  his  discre¬ 
tion,  exclude  segments;  but  it  does  not 
say  that  the  State  highway  department 
may,  at  its  discretion,  exclude  seg¬ 
ments. 

How  could  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
be  granted  discretion  to  exclude  seg¬ 
ments  of  a  system  which  he  had  not 
been  given  the  authority  to  regulate? 
What  will  he  exclude  it  from(  if  it  is 
not  from  the  effect  of  the  contract 
which  he  has  been  authorized  to  make? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  an  exclusion  from 
the  standards,  as  specified  in  the  agree¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  agreement 
with  the  State  highway  department. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  it  is  at  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary.  \ 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  all  I  said. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  it  would  have  to  be 
an  exclusion  spelled  out  in  the  agree¬ 
ment  to  which  the  State  is  a  party. 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  it  does  not  say  that; 
it  says  after  they  make  any  such  agree¬ 
ment;  and  such  an  agreement  is  with 
respect  to  the  Interstate  System  within 
the  State. 

Mi-.  GORE.  I  do  not  see  the  word 
“after.” 

Mr.  KERR.  How  could  the  Secretary 
exclude  from  the  application  of  the  bill 
segments  which  had  not  been  included 
in  the  contract  which  he  made? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  says,  “any  such  agree¬ 
ment  may.” 

Mr.  KERR.  May  what? 

Mr.  GORE.  May  provide. 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  it  does  not  say  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  skipping  a  clause. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  says: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

That  is  what  the  Senator  must  not 
skip. 

Mr.  GORE— 

Any  such  agreement  may  *  *  *  provide 
for  excluding. 

Mr.  KERR.  No;  it  does  not  say  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  read  the  sentence  be¬ 
ginning  on  line  15,  page  22: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide — ■ 

Mr.  KERR.  What  is  the  “national 
policy”? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  language  is,  “na¬ 
tional  policy.” 

Mr.  KERR.  The  phrase  reads  “con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy.” 

Mr.  GORE.  The  national  policy  is 
spelled  out  beginning  on  line  23,  page 
20.  If  the  Senator  wishes  me  to  read  it, 
I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  be  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  read  it.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Tennessee  knows  what  the 
policy  is;  but  I  am  calling  his  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  does  not  have  any  discretion  to 
make  any  exclusions  except  those  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  which 
is  set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  if  the  Senator  will 
turn  to  line  15,  he  will  find  that  the 
agreement  between  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  any  State  “may  provide 
for  excluding  from  application.”  There 
must  be  two  parties  to  the  agreement, 
and  the  agreement  may  provide  for  an 
exclusion. 

Mr.  KERR.  At  whose  discretion? 

Mr.  GORE.  At  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  But  that  is  a 
grant  of  authority  by  means  of  the  bill 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Under  that  grant  of  au¬ 
thority,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
exclude  from  the  agreement  some  of  the 
provisions  of  the  national  policy.  But 
any  State  which  is  a  party  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  must  agree  to  the  exclusion,  in 
order  to  reach  an  agreement,  if  an 
agreement  is  to  be  reached. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  is  precisely  the 
point.  The  State  of  Colorado,  through 
its  highway  commission,  may  enter  into 
a  contract;  and  the  very  purpose,  as  I 
view  this  matter - 

Mr.  GORE.  The  decision  as  to  enter¬ 
ing  into  the  contract  will  be  entirely 
within  'the  election  of  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes,  always;  until 
there  is  a  meeting  of  the  minds. 

As  I  understand  the  language  appear¬ 
ing  at  the  bottom  of  page  21,  it  is  merely 
an  authorization  for  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  enter  into  an  agreement. 

Then  we  come  to  the  words,  on  page  22, 
beginning  in  line  5 : 

Any  such  agreement  shall  include — • 

This  is  a  legislative  mandate  in  re¬ 
gard  to  a  contract;  it  specifies  that  in 
that  cpnnection  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  must  do  certain  things — 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control — 

And  so  forth.  Then  we  come  to  the 
definitive  language,  which  states  that 
such  an  agreement  may  “provide  for  ex¬ 
cluding  from  application.” 

If  Colorado  does  not  like  the  exclu¬ 
sion  provided  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  Colorado  does  not  need  to  accept 
it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  the  State  does  not 
have  to  enter  into  the  agreement. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  able  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mi-. 
Kerr]  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  .Tennessee  [Mr,  Gore]  define  the 
meaning  of  the  words  “a  project”  under 
the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  GORE.  “A  project”  can  be  a 
bridge.  I  am  not  undertaking  to  give 
a  legal  interpretation;  but  “a  project” 
is  a  portion  of  highway  construction  for 
which  the  State  has  made  application 
and  has  obtained  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  thereby  entitling 
the  State  to  reimbursement  for  the  fed- 
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eral  Government’s  pro  rata  share  of  the 
cost  thereof. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  us  assume  that 
Colorado  wishes  to  enter  into  a  contract 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  per¬ 
haps  100  miles - 

Mr.  dORE.  Or  10  miles. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Or  1  mile. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes.  That  would 
constitute  a  project,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  me  read  from 
page  23 : 

If  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section — 

The  one  we  have  been  discussing — 
has  been  entered  into  with  any  State  prior 
to  July  1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate 
System  within  that  State — 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  "paya¬ 
ble  on  account  of  any  project”  in  con¬ 
tract  law  would  be  the  gist  of  the  con¬ 
tract. 

The  rest  of  the  provision  is  the  legis¬ 
lative  authorization  of  legislative  man¬ 
date  or  a  statement  of  the  definitive 
standards;  but  here  is  the  activating 
portion  of  the  contract  which  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  has  discussed. 

I  wonder  whether  the  project  could 
be  sepaarte;  or  would  it  have  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  total  number? 

I  have  been  much  impressed  by  one 
of  the  statements  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr].  In  other  words,  could 
there  be  a  series  of  projects  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  within  a  State? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  only  exclusion  I 
find  in  the  bill,  as  it  applies  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  within  a  State,  is  under  the 
provision  we  have  been  discussing  for 
"  the  past  hour,  which  is  to  be  found  on 
page  22',  beginning  on  line  15. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  if  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  will  yield  to  me,  let  me  say  that  cer¬ 
tainly  there  can  be  more  than  one  con¬ 
tract,  because  the  language  in  line  2  on 
page  22  reads  as  follows: 

(Including  such  supplementary  agree¬ 
ments  as  may  be  necessary.) 

So  there  could  be  an  agreement  for  the 
first  project  a  State  presented,  and  also 
an  agreement  for  the  second  project  it 
presented,  and  also  an  agreement  for  the 
third  project  it  presented,  and  so  forth. 

The  bill  uses,  on  page  22,  the  words 
"(Including  such  supplementary  agree¬ 
ments  as  may  be  necessary) .”  Certain¬ 
ly  that  language  gives  all  the  latitude  in 
the  world  for  as  many  projects  as  there 
might  be  in  a  State. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  further 
to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  This  matter  could  be 
very  important  to  Colorado.  For  in¬ 
stance,  let  us  consider  the  so-called 
short  grass  area  of  the  Great  Plains 
section  of  Colorado.  Colorado  might 
have  a  contract  covering  that  specific 
territory,  and  another  covering  the 
scenic  mountain  areas. 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  also  point  out  that 
Colorado  will  not  build  her  entire  share 


of  the  Interstate  System  in  1  year  or  un¬ 
der  1  contract  or  in  1  project. 

Mr.  CARRROLL.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  under  this  language, 
as  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has  so 
pointedly  referred  to  it,  "if  an  agreement 
pursuant  to  this  section  has  been  en¬ 
tered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July 
1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  of  any  project  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  within  that  State,”  if,  as, 
and  when  it  is  built  and  reimbursed  for, 
will  carry  with  it  the  provision  for  one- 
half  of  1  percent. 

If  the  contract  is  with  respect  to  any 
project  in  the  State,  then  certainly  it 
is  with  reference  to  all  the  projects. 
Contracts  will  not  be  made  as  the  proj¬ 
ects  are  made,  because  this  program  will 
go  forward  for  10,  15,  or  20  years. 

But  “if  an  agreement”  is  made  “prior 
to  July  1,  1961” — that  is  set  forth  on 
page  23  of  the  bill — then — 

The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  within 
that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized 
under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this 
act,  to  which  the  national  policy  and  the 
agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  But  here  let  me  say 
that  I  think  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  put  his  finger  precisely  on  the  point, 
namely,  unless  the  contract  is  satisfac¬ 
tory  to  the  State  of  Colorado,  Colorado 
will  not  accept  it.  That  is  the  complete 
answer. 

Mr.  GORE.  And  the  contract  may 
“provide  for  excluding  from  application 
of  the  national  standards  segments  of 
the  Interstate  System  which  traverse 
incorporated  municipalities.”  So  there 
it  is. 

Mi*.  KERR.  Within  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes ;  within  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary,  to  which  agreement  the 
State  must  be  a  party. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  is  it  the 
understanding  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  that  that  would  be  an  absolute 
exclusion?  In  other  words,  would  the 
signboards  erected  under  a  local  ordi¬ 
nance  of  a  municipality  be  allowed,  if 
the  exclusion  applies  to  that  particular 
municipality? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
raised  a  different  question,  which  I  shall 
be  glad  to  answer  in  accordance  with  my 
understanding,  as  follows:  If  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  national  policy  are  met  by  a 
municipal  zoning  ordinance  or  regula¬ 
tion,  then  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
could,  by  means  of  the  language  on  page 
23  to  which  reference  has  frequently 
been  made,  pay  the  “one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cost  thereof.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  does  not  answer 
my  question. 

My  question  is  this:  When  will  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  exclude  a  certain 
segment  of  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem  which  is  found  within  a  city  that 
has  a  zoning  ordinance  which  permits 
billboards  of  a  variety  of  kinds  to  be  used 
or  erected  within  the  municipality?  Is 


it  the  understanding  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  the  billboards  may  still 
be  used  or  erected  within  the  munici¬ 
pality,  pursuant  to  its  present  zoning 
ordinance? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  municipality,  or 
the  area  within  the  municipality,  is  ex¬ 
cluded  from  application  of  the  standards, 
under  forms  of  the  agreement,  this  bill 
will  have  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with 
that  area. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  if  he  agrees  with 
that  statement. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do,  thoroughly  and 
completely. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  the  significance  and 
the  meaning  of  the  words  commencing  on 
line  15,  page  22,  “any  such  agreement 
may,  within  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  consistent  with  the 
national  policy.”  What  is  the  meaning 
and  the  significance  of  the  words  “con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,”  taking 
into  consideration  that  the  national 
policy  which  is  there  referred  to  is  the 
one  outlined  on  page  21,  and,  in  fact, 
very  definitely  spelled  out  on  page  21, 
commencing  in  line  6?  Any  exclusion, 
in  other  words,  must  be  consistent  with 
then  national  policy.  I  refer  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  to  the  language  on  page 
21,  commencing  on  line  6,  wherein  the 
national  policy  is  spelled  out  in  letters. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  begin  with,  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  is  declared  beginning  on  line 
23,  page  20. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  not  the  na¬ 
tional  policy.  That  is  a  preliminary  re¬ 
cital.  The  words,  “It  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  a  national  policy,”  on  lines  6  and  7 
on  page  21,  it  seems  to  me  are  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  the  national  policy  with  reference 
to  the  subsequent  language  in  that  sec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  submit  the  statement 
of  the  national  policy  begins  on  line  23, 
page  20,  and  runs  through  line  24,  page 
21. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Granting  that  for  the 
time  being,  even  if  that  be  true  it  would 
include  the  language  starting  on  line  6, 
page  20,  and  continuing  through  line  24 
on  page  21.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  the  national 
policy. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  the  national 
policy;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  My  question  is.  If 
signboards,  24  by  30  feet,  are  permitted 
within  a  municipality  which  now  zones 
its  area,  would  the  maintenance  of  such 
signs  be  consistent  with  the  national 
policy  set  forth  on  page  21? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  not  able  to  say 
whether  the  zoning  provisions  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  municipality  would  meet  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  which  is  set  forth. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  have  stated  the  size 
of  the  sign.  I  know  of  no  language  on 
page  21  which  would  permit  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  exclude  a  munici¬ 
pality  from  an  agreement  he  made  with 
a  State,  if  the  signs  were  24  by  30  feet. 
There  is  nothing  on  page  21  which 
makes  such  signs  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  policy.  The  largest  sign  per¬ 
mitted  under  those  circumstances  would 
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be  a  sign  not  bigger  than  the  top  of  the 
desk  in  front  of  xne,  20  by  25  inches, 
and  that  is  all. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  is  the  Senator’s 
point  and  suggestion? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  My  point  is  that  if 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  could,  with¬ 
in  his  discretion,  exclude  any  munici¬ 
pality  from  an  agreement,  he  could  in 
effect  nullify  and  repeal  any  zoning 
ordinance  within  such  municipality. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  think  the  bill 
vests  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  any 
authority  to  repeal  a  municipal  zoning 
ordinance.  If  there  be  such  authority, 
I  desire  to  strike  it  out.  There  is  no 
authority  conferred  by  the  bill  upon  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  which  can  be 
exercised  except  through  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
a  State. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  true,  but  he 
has  the  discretion  granted  on  page  22, 
to  which  we  have  repeatedly  referred, 
to  provide  for  excluding  from  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  these  standards  certain  munic¬ 
ipalities. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  an  agreement  between 
him  and  the  State. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  the  agreement, 
but  any  exclusion  he  makes  must  be 
consistent  with  the  national  policy 
which  is  set  forth  on  page  21  of  the  bill. 
If  it  means  that  only  what  is  provided 
on  page  21  can  fall  within  the  exclusion, 
then  it  would  be  meaningless  for  him  to 
exclude  any  municipalities  at  all. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  would  be  meaning¬ 
less  for  him  to  exclude  them,  but  I  can¬ 
not  conceive  of  a  State’s  agreeing  to  the 
exclusion  of  an  area  within  a  given  mu¬ 
nicipality  which  meets  the  standards  of 
the  national  policy,  thereby  denying  it¬ 
self  financial  benefits  to  which  it  would 
be  entitled. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  But  it  does  not  meet 
the  national  policy. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ten-^ 
nessee  yield  to  me  for  an  observation 
with  respect  to  the  billboard  proposal? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  the  public  dees  not  have  a 
clear  and  correct  picture  of  what  is  pro¬ 
posed  in  section  12  of  the  pending  high¬ 
way  bill,  the  so-called  billboard  section. 
Whatever  may  be  responsible  for  the 
situation,  it  is  time  to  clear  away  some 
of  the  confusion. 

I  appreciate  the  effort  which  the  able 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  made  this 
afternoon  to  point  out  what  the  billboard 
section  really  proposes  to  do,  and  also 
to  point  out  some  of  the  things  it  does 
not  propose  to  do. 

Supplementing  what  the  able  Senator 
has  said,  I  should  like  to  say  that  section 
12  does  not  prohibit  highway  advertis-1 
ing.  It  only  proposes  a  way  in  which  | 
States  may  receive  some  help  on  the  1 
cost  if  they  want  to  regulate  advertising  | 
along  the  Interstate  Highways. 

The  provisions  do  not  apply  to  the  \ 
regular  primary  and  secondary  roads.  1 
They  apply  only  to  the  Interstate  Sys-  j 
tem,  where  Uncle  Sam  is  paying  90  to  I 
95  percent  of  the  cost. 

Mi-.  President,  I  make  that  point  clear  j 
because  I  have  received  letters  from  } 


farmers  who  live  many  miles  from  any 
presently  designated  section  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System,  and  from  any  proposed 
or  requested  segment  of  the  Interstate 
System,  who  have  been  made  to  fear  they 
will  lose  $5  or  $10  or  $50  which  they 
may  be  getting  as  a  reimbursement  for 
the  erection  of  a  sign  on  their  premises, 
although  they  are  on  a  secondary  road. 
Of  course,  this  section  of  the  bill  does 
nothing  with  respect  to  controlling  ad¬ 
vertising  or  regulating  advertising  on 
primary  or  secondary  roads,  except  and 
only  if  such  roads  are  segments  of  the 
Interstate  System. 

The  provisions  say,  in  effect,  that 
when  a  State  wants  to  do  something  to 
regulate  the  signs  and  billboards  on  the 
interstate  highway,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  contribute  a  little  toward 
the  cost  of  doing  it. 

Second,  I  wish  to  make  it  clear  that 
section  12  is  not  self -executing.  It  is 
not  automatic.  Unless  States,  through 
their  legislatures,  enact  regulatory  legis¬ 
lation,  nothing  happens. 

Again,  unless  they  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  nothing  happens. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  May  I 
complete  the  statement  first,  please. 

The  Federal  Government  does  not  have 
police  powers  in  this  field.  During  the 
hearing,  I  challenged  advocates  of  pro¬ 
hibitory  legislation  to  find  any  Supreme 
Court  decision  which  would  indicate  that 
the  Federal  Government  could  forbid 
roadside  advertising.  None  were  pro¬ 
duced. 

Third,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that 
the  agreements  which  would  have  to  be 
made  between  the  States  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  before  a  State  could  be 
eligible  for  assistance  in  the  matter 
would  protect  the  right  of  towns,  busi¬ 
nesses,  motels,  and  service  stations  to 
indicate  their  location  by  small,  neat 
signs  within  a  distance  of  12  miles.  That 
is  provided  by  an  amendment  which  I 
sponsored  in  committee. 

Also,  general  directional  signs,  and 
signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
property  adjacent  to  the  highway  and 
signs  to  give  information  in  the  interest 
of  the  traveling  public  are  expressly 
authorized. 

In  short,  section  12  does  not  outlaw  all 
roadside  advertising  even  along  the  in¬ 
terstate  highways,  but  provides  a  way  in 
which  States,  if  they  desire,  can  get  a  * 
little  help  in  regulating  signs  to  prevent  j 
the  new  Interstate  System  from  becom-  J 
ing  a  $35  billion  boulevard  of  billboards,  j 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
for  yielding. 


■ 1  '  ' . . , 

PRESIDENT’S  PROPOSED  UNEM¬ 
PLOYMENT  BENEFITS 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  junior  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  may 
proceed. 


I 


Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  in  my  hand  a  statement  issued 
by  the  White  House  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  in  regard  to  uner 
ployment  compensation.  In  the 
ment  the  President  states  that  the  ] 
lation  which  he  is  recommending^)  the 
Congress  “should  provide  for  tXe  pay¬ 
ment,  to  individuals  who  have/exhaust- 
ed  their  regular  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  benefits,  of  temporary  bene¬ 
fits  for  an  additional  period  equal  to 
one-half  of  the  duration  of  their  regu¬ 
lar  benefits.” 

He  states  it  is  a  16an  program.  He 
states  further,  “Thg  Government  would 
be  reimbursed  forahe  costs  incurred  by 
it  for  this  pmri-am  by  each  State 
through  an  increase,  4  years  after  the 
program’s  eno,  in  the  tax  payments  to 
the  Federajr  Government  by  employers 
in  that  State  under  the  Federal  TJnem- 
ploymexjc  Tax  Act.”  • 

are  3  or  4  major  shortcomings 
in  Ch/ proposal. 

le  first  place,  many  States  provide 
a  short  period  of  unemployment  ben- 
In  one  State  the  duration  is  as 
ow  as  6  weeks.  When  the  President  pro¬ 
poses  that  unemployment  benefits  be 
paid  for  50  percent  longer  than  now  paid 
in  the  States,  that  provides  in  such  a 
State  a  total  benefit  of  3  additional 
weeks,  or  a  total  of  9  weeks.  The  pro¬ 
posal  does  nothing  toward  insisting  on 
the  necessity  for  a  longer  period  of  time 
for  the  payment  of  such  benefits.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  period  should  be  at  least  39 
weeks. 

Secondly,  the  whole  loan  program  is 
badly  conceived.  Many  States  will  de¬ 
rive  no  advantage  from  it.  Many  State 
legislatures  are  not  in  session.  Many 
States  have  constitutions  which  would 
prohibit  them  from  adopting  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Many  State  legislatures  will  not 
meet  until  next  year.  Many  State  legis¬ 
latures  have  already  adjourned. 

I  think  the  program  is  most  unfor¬ 
tunately  conceived.  I  think  it  will  do 
little,  in  view  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
problem.  I  am  hopeful  the  Congress 
ill  adopt  a  more  substantial  program, 
morrow  I  hope  to  discuss  in  more  de- 
the  proposal  which  a  number  of  us 
^  introduced  in  the  Senate,  and 
whiciMias  been  intx’oduced  in  the  House 
by  Representative  McCarthy,  of  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  Ci?6E  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  w»fil  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  ofxBouth  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  referred  N  States  which  might 
have  unemployment  benefit  periods  as 
short  as  6  weeks. 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  \had  reference  to 
the  State  of  Floi’ida. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Da3mta.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  was  referring  to  the  estate  of  Flor¬ 
ida? 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakdta.  Does 
any  other  State  provide  for  sucHSm  brief 
period  of  unemployment  benefits^, 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Yes,  and  there>are 
other  States  which  have  periods  as  brief 
as  10  weeks  and  12  weeks. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  ob¬ 
servation  of  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
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313 


313 


313 

321 


S. 


CH.  VI 

LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH 
House  of  Representatives 


313 


Gratuity  payVents  to  beneficiaries  of  deceased  Members. 
Contingent  excuses,  special  and  select  committees . 


General  expenses. 

J 


Capitol  Police 
Library  of  Congress 


313 

313 


313 


313 

313 


313 


79 

313 


Distribution  of  catalog  can^s,  salaries  and  expenses. 

Books  for  the  blind. 

Total,  ch.  VI. 

ch.  vn 

puNjo  works 

Department  of  Defense — Civil  Functions 

DEPARTMENT  OFVTHE  ARMY 

Rivers  and  Harbors  andXlood  Control 

Operation  and  maintenance,  general. 

Department  of  the  Interior 

SOUTHEASTERN  POWER  ADMINISTRATION 

Operation  and  maintenance. 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  fund. 

Construction  and  rehabilitation _ 

General  investigations _ 

Total,  ch.  VH — 

OH.  VIII 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

Administration  of  Foreign' Affairs 
Salaries  and  expenses - - - - - - 

International  Organizations  and  Conferences 

Contributions  to  international  organizations. 

International  contingencies. 

Total,  Department  of  State. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Legal  Activities  and  General  Administration 

Fees  and  expenses  of  witnesses. 

Federal  Prison  System 


313 

313 

313 

313 

313 


306 


S.  81  Olympic  Games 


S.  '79  Metropolitai 


Footnotes  at 
No.! 


Salaries  and  expenses. 

Support  of  United  States  prisoners 

Tot%l,  Department  of  Justice. 

THE  JUDICIARY/ 

Courts  of  Appeal,  District  Courts,  anj>  Other  Judicial  Services 

Salaries  of  judges 
Fees  of  jurors  and  commissioners. 

Travel  and  miscellaneous  expenses. 

Salaries  of  referees 
Expenses  of  referees. 

Total,  the  Judiciary. 

FUNDS  APPROPRIATED  TO  THE  PRESIDENT 
President’s  special  international  program. 

Total,  ch.  VIH_. 

OH.  IX 

department  of  defense 

Interservice  Activities 


CH.  X 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
Operating  Expenses 


fend  of  table 
-8 


Budget  estimate 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference  / 
action  / 

$135, 000 
475, 000 

$475, 000 

475,  000, 

'  475, 000 

48, 000 
75,000 

48,  000 
75, 000 

w  * 

/  «,000 
/  75,000 

- 

48,000 
75,  000 

1, 393, 000 

733, 000 

/  1,  604,  820 

1,  643,  900 

/ 

/ 

7,000,000 

1  (489,000) 

1  (359,  000) 

1  (359,  000) 

*  (359, 000) 

10/000, 000 
jtf,  000,  000 

10, 000, 000 
10, 000,  000 
62,500 

10, 000, 000 
10, 000, 000 

10,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 

/  27,  000,  000 

20, 062,  500 

20,  000,  000 

20,  000,  000 

447, 000 

375,000 

375, 000 

375,000 

9, 794, 000 
300, 000 

9, 690,  563 
250, 000 

9, 690,  563 
250,  000 

9, 690, 563 
250, 090 

\  10,  541, 000 

10, 315,  563 

10,  315,  563 

10, 315,  563 

rnooo 

400,  OOS, 
250,  000' 

250,000 

250, 000 

250,000 

.  250, 000 

250,000 

250, 000 

900,000 

\  500, 000 

500,000 

500, 000 

340,  000 
675, 000 
70,  500 
(52,  400) 
(71, 000) 

3V  000 

075X00 
59,  0h0 
(46,  00<X 
(71,  000) 

275,  000 
675,  000 
70,  500 
(46,  000) 
V  (71, 000) 

275, 000 
675,  000 
59, 000 
(46, 000) 
(71, 000) 

1,085,500 

1,034,000 

\  1,  020,  500 

1,  009,  000 

*  2, 054, 000 

(«) 

12X04,000 

(8) 

14,  580,  500 

11,849,563 

14,  64\p63 

11,824,  563 

3, 500, 000 

• 

j 

\ 

(192, 000) 

* 

(192,000) 

(192,  ooor 
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H.  Doc. 
No. 

Budget  estimate 

House  bill 

Senate  bill 

Conference 
jt ction 

321 
S.  80 

CH.  XI 

CLAIMS,  AUDITED  CLAIMS,  AND  JUDGMENTS 

$6, 900, 270 
1,423,  236 

$6,  900,  276 

$6, 900, 2IB 
1,423/236 

$6, 900, 276 
1, 423, 236 

\ 

2, 877, 644, 080 

2, 857, 882, 907 

2, 860^6, 463 

2,861,008,793 

1  Includes  language  proposing  transfer  of  $78,000,000  from  “Acreage  reserve  pro¬ 
gram,”  fiscal  1958,  which  together  with  appropriation  of  $489,500,000  reimburses 
CCC  for  full  costs  amounting  to  $567,500,000. 

2  Increase  in  program  authority  for  1958  crop,  milking  a  total  authorization  of 

$750,000,000.  \ 

3  Increase  in  travel  limitation. 

*  To  be  derived  by  transfer. 

8  For  Universal  and  International  Exhibition,  Brussels,  Belgium. 

6  Language  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds  previously  appropriated  for  a  trade  fair 
exhibit  in  Gorki  Park,  Moscow,  as  follows:  Not  to  excaad.$Vauo>aao.l'eii  the  Ui  tfr- 


Public  Health  Service  to  operate  a  health  exhibit  at  tbh  Brussels  Fair,  and  not  to 
exceed  $750,000  for  the  international  trade  lair  program  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce. 

7  Full  budget  estimate  for  Brussels  Fair  and  $7§tf,000  for  International  trade  fairs 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

8  Language  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds  pre^ously  appropriated  for  a  trade  fair 
exhibit  in  Gorki  Park,  Moscow,  as  follows:  Nat  to  exceed  $1,100,000  for  the  Brussels 
fair,  and  not  to  exceed  $750,000  for  the  inten/ftional  trade  fan-  program,  Department 
of  Commerce. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi-  way  that  a  picket  fence  might  be  con- 
dent,  I  desire  to  express  my  appreciation  j  structed.  Instead,  the  billboards  are 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for  his  generally  constructed  at  angles  to  the 
courtesy.  4highway,  in  order  to  provide  for  greater 

“  l“11  "  “  "^visibility.  I  suppose,  therefore,  that  the 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  approved  June  29,  1956,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  repeat 
that  this  bill  does  not  provide  for  Fed¬ 
eral  regulation  of  outdoor  advertising. 
The  bill  does  not  provide  in  any  way  a 
prohibition  of,  or  against,  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising.  Any  regulation,  other  than 
for  those  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System  lying  wholly  within  wholly 
federally  owned  land,  if  accomplished 
at  all,  will  be  accomplished  only  by  a 
State,  which  is  free  to  regulate  or  not 
to  regulate,  as  the  State  may  deem 
advisable. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  making  a  very  fine  statement. 
I  should  like  to  know  whether  he  has 
made  any  calculation  as  to  what  it 
would  cost  to  line  a  mile  of  highway 
with  billboards.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  have  any  estimate  of  that 
cost? 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  mean  the  cost  of  lining  a 
highway  with  billboards? 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  mean  how  much  a  mile  of 
billboards  would  cost? 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  never  made  such  a  cal¬ 
culation.  But  unless  the  Congress  takes 
some  action,  we  may  easily  be  able  to 
calculate  it— most  unfortunately. 

Of  course  there  is  a  limit  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  billboards  which  could  be  erected 
within  a  distance  of  1  mile.  I  would  not 
think  the  billboards  would  be  con¬ 
structed  parallel  to  the  highway,  in  the 


billboards  are  a  least  100  feet  apart. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  thought  which  oc¬ 
curred  to  me  was  this:  When  the  Con¬ 
gress  plans  to  spend  as  much  as  $1  mil¬ 
lion  a  mile  in  building  splendid  high¬ 
ways  through  beautiful,  rolling,  scenic 
areas  with  lovely  views,  I  am  curious  to 
know  how  much  it  would  cost  to  erect 
enough  billboards  to  prevent  one  from 
having  a  chance  to  enjoy  the  natural 
scenery. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  know.  But  I  can 
state  the  antithesis  of  that :  In  the  State 
of  New  York,  when  the  State  negotiated 
for  the  rights-of-way  for  construction  of 
the  New  York  Thru  way,  at  the  same  time 
the  State  purchased  the  advertisement 
easements  on  areas  adjacent  to  the 
rights-of-way,  and  purchased  them  for 
what  seems  to  me  to  be  almost  a  nominal 
cost — namely,  approximately  $1,000  a 
mile.  Of  course,  once  the  highway  is 
constructed  and  once  traffic  on  it  com¬ 
mences  and  once  a  site  has  been  pur¬ 
chased,  the  cost  of  acquisition  would  be 
multiplied,  as  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  understands. 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

The  thought  occurred  to  me  that  if  a 
mile  of  highway  passing  through  some 
beautiful  country  costs  $1  million,  then 
if  a  person  were  permitted  to  erect 
$50,000  worth  of /billboards,  those  who 
used  the  highway  would  not  be  able  to 
enjoy  very  much  scenery  in  the  course 
of  that  mile;  that  is  my  offhand  guess. 

I  should  like  to  inquire  whether  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  made  any 
estimate  of  the  cost  of  lining  a  highway 
about  as  closely  as  could  be  done,  as  a 
practical  matter,  with  billboards. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  must  say  that  I  have 
not  made  such  a  calculation.  Certainly 
I  have  no  desire  that  such  a  situation 
should  be  brought  about. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  referred  to 
the  situation  which  would  pertain  on 
federally  owned  lands — for  instance. 


national  parks,  national  forests,  and 
Federal  reserves.  The  situation  under 
this  bill  would  not  be  different  from  the 
present  situation,  would  it?  At  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  advertising  is  not  permitted  on 
such  lands. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  Correct;  today 
it  is  not  permitted  in  the  national  parks 
or  on  the  Federal  lands  or  on  the  public 
domain.  The  pending  bill  does  not  seek 
to  make  any  change  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  repeat  the  state¬ 
ment  he  made  just  before  the  question 
was  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  ? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  said  the  pending  bill 
does  not  provide  for  Federal  regulation 
of  billboards,  as  some  have  suggested 
that  it  does.  Any  regulation,  other  than 
for  those  segments  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  lying  wholly  within  wholly  federally 
owned  land,  if  accomplished  at  all,  will 
be  accomplished  only  by  the  several 
States,  which  are  free  to  regulate  or  not 
to  regulate,  as  they  may  deem  advisable. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  seriously  inform  the  Senate 
that  if  the  pending  bill  is  passed  and  is 
enacted  into  law,  and  if  a  State  highway 
department  made  a  contract  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  that  would  not 
vest  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  not 
only  the  power  but  also  the  responsibility 
to  regulate  the  area  adjacent  to  the  high¬ 
way — for  660  feet  on  either  side — with 
reference  to  the  exclusion  of  billboards? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  say,  and  I  have  so  ad¬ 
vised  the  Senate,  and  I  do  now  advise  the 
Senate,  that  any  regulation  whatsoever, 
if  there  is  any,  will  be  accomplished  by 
the  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  show  the  Senate 
the  language  which  says  the  States  shall 
regulate. 

Mr.  GORE.  This  regulation,  if  it  is 
achieved  at  all - 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  be  by  whom? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  will  be  in  1  of  2  ways. 

Mr.  KERR.  By  whom? 

Mr.  GORE.  By  the  States.  It  will  be 
achieved - 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  cannot  be  serious  about  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  could  not  be  more  seri¬ 
ous. 
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Mr.  KERR.  The  language  of  the  bill 
grants  authority  for  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  regulate. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  beg  the  able  Senator’s 
pardon.  The  bill,  if  enacted,  will  pro¬ 
vide  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the 
States.  The  States  can  bring  about  the 
regulation,  either  by  purchase  of  the  ad¬ 
vertising  easements — in  which  event,  90 
percent  of  the  cost  thereof  will  be  reim¬ 
bursed  to  the  States,  provided  it  does 
not  exceed  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
right-of-way — or  by  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  States,  in  the  case 
of  States  which  desire  to  exercise  such 
police  power.  In  either  event  the  States 
will  receive  an  incentive  payment  equal 
to  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  Interstate  System,  exclusive  of 
those  segments  excluded  by  mutual 
agreement. 

Therefore,  I  say,  in  all  seriousness,  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  that  any  regulation  which  is 
accomplished  will  be  accomplished  by 
the  States,  not  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
the  States,  and  to  provide  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  performance  by  the  States,  and 
to  provide  financial  incentives  to  the 
States  for  their  participation. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  There  is  not  a  Member 
of  the  Senate  for  whom  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  a  higher  regard  or 
a  deeper  affection  than  he  has  for  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee; 
but  if  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is 
capable  of  reading  the  English  language, 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  does  not,  nor 
can  it  by  any  possible  interpretation  be 
deemed  to,  bring  about  the  result  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  has  just,  I  am 
sure  in  all  sincerity,  told  the  Senate 
would  be  brought  about. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  wish  to  reciprocate 
fully  in  the  expression  of  esteem  and  af¬ 
fection  which  the  able  Senator  has  be¬ 
spoken  for  me.  I  appreciate  it  very 
much.  I  am  most  grateful  for  it.  I  as¬ 
sure  him  the  esteem  and  affection  are 
fully  reciprocated.  If  I  have  been 
guilty  of  misleading  the  Senate,  I  wish 
the  Senator  would  point  out  wherein  I 
am  wrong. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator,  if  I  correctly  read  the  bill,  be¬ 
ginning  at  the  bottom  of  page  21,  it 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  State  high¬ 
way  departments.  The  Senator  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  State  legislatures.  There  is  no 
provision  in  the  bill  requiring  approval 
by  State  legislatures.  There  is  no  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  which  states  that  a  con¬ 
tract  shall  be  entered  into  with  a  State 
legislature.  It  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  the  State  highway 
departments,  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  yield  at 
that  point? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  is  that  national 
policy?  If  the  Senator  will  look  at  the 
top  of  page  21,  line  2,  he  will  see  the 


language,  “to  encourage  and  assist  the 
States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  im¬ 
prove  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising 
signs,  displays,  and  devices  adjacent  to 
that  system.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  A  few  lines  below  that 
phraseology,  commencing  at  line  11,  will 
be  found  the  provision  that  the  signs 
“should  be  regulated,  consistent  with 
national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary.” 

Then  they  are  listed.  If  those  are  the 
regulations  and  the  precise  standards 
by  which  the  provisions  shall  be  formu¬ 
lated  and  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  who  is  doing  the  controlling  and 
who  is  doing  the  regulating. 

Mr.  GORE.  There  is  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  exercise  of  police  powers,  or 
the  purchase  of  a  right,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  promulgation  of  standards,  on 
the  other.  The  standards  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  are,  how¬ 
ever,  national  standards  with  which  the 
States  must  comply  in  order  to  qualify 
either  for  reimbursement  of  the  cost,  the 
acquiring  of  the  advertising  easement, 
or  the  financial  incentive  of  one-half  of 
1  percent.  It  is  really  beyond  me  to 
comprehend  the  Senator’s  interpreta¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  My  point  is  if  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  contends  that 
there  is  to  be  no  Federal  regulation,  this 
provision  does  not  bear  out  his  state¬ 
ment.  Regulations  are  prescribed  and 
the  method  of  enforcing  them.  When 
it  is  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  who 
promulgates  and  prepares  the  regula¬ 
tion,  who  is  it  that  regulates?  I  say 
it  is  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  same  thing  occurs  in 
the  highway  program  itself.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  promulgates  stand¬ 
ards  of  construction  for  the  interstate 
system.  States  make  applications  for 
approval  of  projects.  The  projects  must 
in  the  same  way,  meet  the  standards 
promulgated.  In  identically  the  same 
way  the  Secretary  will  promulgate 
standards  for  the  regulation  of  advertis¬ 
ing  along  the  Interstate  System.  If  the 
States  wish  to  receive  Federal  aid  in  ac¬ 
complishing  the  goal,  they  must  comply 
with  the  standards. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Precisely.  Merely  be¬ 
cause  there  must  be  such  compliance 
does  not  make  it  any  less  controlled  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  control  must  be  exer¬ 
cised  by  the  States.  It  is  the  States  that 
will  buy  the  easements.  It  is  the  States 
that  will  exercise  the  police  power  to  see 
that  the  goal  is  accomplished. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Actually,  do  we  not  have 
many  similar  arrangements  provided  for 
in  the  Federal  law?  Let  us  take  the  wel- 
fai-e  programs.  If  a  State  meets  certain 
standards  provided  in  the  Federal  law 
for  welfare  payments,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  match  the  funds  it  pays. 


Mr.  GORE.  That  is  also  true  of  the 
hospital  construction  program. 

Mi*.  LONG.  If  the  States  meet  certain 
standards  of  the  Federal  law  in  provid¬ 
ing  public  assistance,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  aids  such  States.  In  the  case 
of  unemployment  benefits.  States  can 
provide  assistance,  and  if  they  meet  Fed¬ 
eral  standards,  they  receive  Federal  as¬ 
sistance.  There  are  many  instances  of 
the  Federal  Government  assisting  States 
in  carrying  out  their  programs  at  the 
State  level. 

The  same  provision  is  already  in  the 
law  with  regard  to  highways.  If  a  State 
in  building  highways  meets  certain  spe¬ 
cifications  and  standards,  then  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  match  funds  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  State  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  same  principle  ap¬ 
plies  to  the  hospital  construction  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  same  thing  is  true 
with  respect  to  Federal  aid  to  hospitals. 
A  similar  situation  prevails  in  the  case  of 
limited  access  highways.  If  a  State  pro¬ 
posing  to  build  a  limited  access  highway 
meets  Federal  standards,  the  Federal 
Government  will  provide  matching 
funds. 

What  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
here  proposes  is  more  liberal  than  other 
arrangements,  because  States  can  de¬ 
cline  to  follow  Federal  standards.  If 
the  States  prefer  to  do  so,  they  will  lose 
only  a  small  percentage  of  the  matching 
money. 

May  I  ask  the  Senator  how  much  the 
States  would  lose? 

Mr.  GORE.  One-half  of  1  percent. 

Mr.  LONG.  A  State  can  decline  to 
follow  the  Federal  standards.  If  it  does 
so,  it  will  lose  only  one-half  of  1  percent 
in  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  GORE.  Whereas,  if  a  State  de¬ 
clines  to  build  ah  interstate  highway 
equal  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
standards  for  which  authorization  is  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  law,  then  the  State  loses  the 
Federal  funds  for  the  interstate  highway 
through  it. 

This  precedent  goes  back  many,  many 
years.  For  instance,  let  me  refer  to  voca¬ 
tional  and  agricultural  training.  Before 
becoming  a  Member  of  Congress  I  served 
my  county  as  superintendent  of  educa¬ 
tion.  I  remember  we  wanted  to  obtain 
vocational  and  agricultural  training  in 
one  of  our  high  schools.  To  a  certain 
degree  it  involved  Federal  aid  to  edu¬ 
cation. 

What  did  we  have  to  do?  We  had  to 
meet  certain  standards.  We  had  to  em¬ 
ploy  a  teacher  with  given  qualifications. 
It  was  necessary  to  pay  a  given  salary, 
a  minimum  of  which  was  to  be  provided 
by  the  United  States  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture.  It  was  necessary  for  us  to 
have  a  classroom  with  adequate  facili¬ 
ties,  certain  lighting  in  the  classroom, 
and  workshops.  When  we  met  those  re¬ 
quirements  we  were  then  eligible  to  have 
a  part  of  the  salary  of  the  vocational 
teacher  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 
That  provision  of  law  has  been  in  effect 
about  40  years. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Actually,  if  a  State  de¬ 
cides  not  to  follow  the  particular  Fed- 
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eral  standards  which  the  Senator  is 
recommending,  there  is  some  monetary 
saving,  is  there  not?  In  other  words,  in 
some  respects  the  State  would  save 
money,  but  the  saving  would  be  offset 
by  the  fact  that  the  State  would  not  re¬ 
ceive  quite  as  much  matching  money. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  might  work  out  in 
some  States  that  the  actual  advertising 
easement  could  be  purchased  within  the 
limitation  of  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
right-of-way,  in  which  event  the  State 
would  receive  a  bonus  of  one-half  of  1 
percent  of  the  cost  of  those  segments  of 
the  system  not  included. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  Senator’s  statement 
reminded  me  of  a  slogan  which  meant 
something  to  me.  Most  people  want  to 
do  the  right  thing,  but  they  oftentimes 
need  a  little  encouragement.  What  the 
Senator  is  trying  to  do  is  to  provide  en¬ 
couragement  to  the  States  to  maintain 
the  scenic  values  along  the  highways,  I 
take  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  interested  in  the 
maintenance  of  scenic  values,  yes,  but 
I  wish  to  say,  in  all  fairness  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor,  that  my  support  of  the  provision 
rests  primarily  on  safety  of  traffic. 

The  esthetic  values,  scenic  values,  and 
historic  values  appeal  to  me  strongly. 
When  we  understand  that  the  system  is 
to  be  one  of  expressways,  and  as  each 
turnoff  is  approached  on  the  right  for 
the  last  3  miles  there  will  be  an  average 
of  10  official  signs  which  it  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  driver  to  comprehend,  in 
order  to  provide  safety,  we  then  realize, 
I  think,  the  importance  of  the  matter. 

Let  me  point  out  to  the  Senator  that 
traffic  will  be  moving  on  these  highways 
at  a  far  greater  rate  of  speed  than  on 
the  ordinary  highway.  There  will  be  10 
official  signs  it  will  be  necessary  for  the 
driver  to  read  before  he  reaches  a  turn¬ 
off.  His  vision  must  be  kept  clear,  or 
else  he  may  weave  into  the  wrong  lane 
of  traffic.  He  may  suddenly  be  ap¬ 
proaching  the  turnoff  without  having 
read  the  signs  and  may  jam  on  his 
brakes,  only  to  be  hit  from  behind.  Per¬ 
chance,  if  his  vision  is  blurred  or  the 
official  signs  are  obscured  or  dwarfed,  he 
may  drive  completely  by  a  turnoff  and 
then  have  to  go  25  or  50  miles  to  get  back 
where  he  wanted  to  go.  He  may  be 
tempted — as  I  have  been  tempted  to  do 
several  times — to  try  to  back  up,  or  turn 
around  to  go  the  wrong  way  on  a  one¬ 
way  expressway,  inviting  death  for  him¬ 
self  and  other  people  traveling  at  the 
time. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  thought  occurs  to 
me  if  a  man  is  faced  with  the  possibility 
of  having  to  go  25  miles  out  of  his  way 
if  he  misses  a  single  turn,  if  he  fails  to 
see  the  sign  which  says  he  should  get  on 
the  right-hand  side  to  make  the  turn, 
there  will  be  a  strong  temptation  for  him 
to  turn  abruptly  across  the  fast-moving 
traffic  coming  from  behind  him. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  wish  to  read  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  page  392  of  the  hearings  which 
were  held  last  year,  from  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Tallamy,  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministrator: 

Senator  Gore.  You  testified  this  morning 
that  at  each  turnoff,  each  point  of  egress 


and  ingress  from  the  highways,  to  and  from 
the  highway,  there  would  be  a  total  of  20 
official  directional  signs. 

Mr.  Tallamy,-  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Gore.  And  I  believe  you  testified 
that  as  one  approaches  a  turnoff,  on  his 
right  within  the  last  3  miles  before  reaching 
that  turnoff  there  would  be  10  official  signs 
approximately  4  of  which  would  notify  the 
driver  of  service  facilities — filling  stations, 
restaurants,  domiciliary  accommodations, 
garages,  et  cetera. 

How  would  a  clustering  or  intensification  i 
of  outdoor  advertising  within  that  last  3 
miles  affect  the  efficiency  and  service  of  the 
official  signs? 

Mr.  Tallamy.  I  think  it  would  seriously 
impair  the  efficiency  of  the  official  signs.  If 
the  outdoor  advertising  sign  was  good  at  all, 
it  would  certainly  attract  the  driver’s  atten¬ 
tion  and  could  very  well  be  attracting  it 
when  an  official  sign  ought  to  be  making  an 
impact  on  his  mind  and  failing  to  do  so 
would  get  him  into  trouble  or  beyond  his 
turnoff  point. 

I  am  convinced  that  a  mixing  of  outdoor 
advertising  signs  and  of  official  signs  would 
be  very  detrimental. 

Does  the  Senator  understand  the 
point? 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes.  I  understand. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  possible  for  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  promulgate 
standards  with  which  the  States  can 
comply,  thus  obtaining  the  benefits 
without  prohibiting  commercial  signs  in 
the  area.  Where  there  are  long 
stretches  of  highway  without  an  inter¬ 
change  it  will  be  possible  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  provide  in  his  national  stand¬ 
ards  the  conditions  under  which  a  sign 
cg,n  be  permitted  or  prohibited.  Is  that 
not  correct,  let  me  ask  the  Senator  from 
Califprnia? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  com¬ 
pletely  correct  in  his  interpretation. 

I  should  like  to  say,  if  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  will  permit  me,  that  I 
think  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  has  made  some  excellent  points 
in  support  of  the  pending  bill  which  the 
able  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  is 
explaining. 

Let  me  put  my  finger  on  one  comment 
the  Senator  made.  We  listened  to  Bert¬ 
ram  Tallamy  tell  of  his  experiences  in 
New  York  State  when  the  great  New 
York  Thruway  was  constructed.  In  pur¬ 
chasing  the  property  required  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  for  rights-of-way  a  single  con¬ 
tract  of  purchase  on  many,  many  oc¬ 
casions  would  include  the  so-called 
advertising  easement.  Mr.  Tallamy 
stated  he  was  able — through  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  right  to  buy  the  advertising 
easement  as  a  part  of  the  transaction 
with  many  of  the  farms  through  which 
the  throughway  was  to  run — to  consum¬ 
mate  in  one  agreement  both  the  fee  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  right-of-way  and  the  nec¬ 
essary  easement.  I  think  that  points 
the  way  as  to  how  other  States  might 
likewise  negotiate,  under  the  provision 
of  the  bill  which  enables  some  reim¬ 
bursement  to  be  made. 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  say  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  my  prin¬ 
cipal  concern  is  the  area  near  the  inter¬ 
changes.  Three  years  ago,  when  we  be¬ 
gan  consideration  of  this  new  concept  of 
highways,  I  expressed  vigorous  opposi¬ 
tion  to  limitation  of  access.  Some  peo¬ 
ple  have  told  me  or  telegraphed  me  to 
the  effect  that  in  this  bill  we  are  propos¬ 


ing  discrimination  against  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising.  We  are  not  proposing  dis¬ 
crimination.  We  are  proposing  regula¬ 
tion  in  the  public  interest. 

I  think  we  have  gone  pretty  far.  For 
the  first  time  we  have  gone  so  far  as  to 
provide,  in  a  Federal  law,  that  a  man 
who  lives  by  the  side  of  the  road  may  not 
enter  upon  that  public  highway  at  will. 
He  must  enter  the  stream  of  traffic  on 
it  under  regulated  conditions,  for  his 
own  safety  and  the  safety  of  the  travel¬ 
ing  public.  Though  he  may  own  a  busi¬ 
ness  or  a  farm  or  may  live  in  a  house 
beside  this  road,  he  may  not  use  the  road 
without  going  two  or  three  miles,  or 
more,  to  a  point  of  access  or  a  clover 
leaf,  at  which  point  he  may  enter  the 
stream  of  traffic  with  safety  to  himself 
and  the  traveling  public. 

I  say  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  when  we  are  impelled  by 
the  safety  of  traffic,  with  due  regard  to 
the  safety  of  the  traveling  public,  to  try 
to  cut  down  the  tremendous  loss  of  life 
and  property  caused  by  automobile 
wrecks,  by  providing  limited  access,  even 
with  respect  to  the  man  who  owns  land 
beside  the  road,  we  can,  with  equal  jus¬ 
tification,  provide  for  regulation  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  signs  which  might  be  placed 
on  the  inside  of  a  curve,  or  in  the  area 
of  an  interchange,  and  which  might  ob¬ 
scure  the  vision  of  drivers  and  interfere 
with  the  safety  of  traffic  at  that  point. 
That  is  my  primary  concern.  I  would 
not  diminish  the  desire  to  preserve  the 
scenic  beauty  and  historic  values,  but 
my  primary  concern  is  safety  of  traffic. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  Apropos  of  the  Senator’s 
point,  in  this  bill  the  limited  access  pro¬ 
vision  might  mean  that  a  farmer  whose 
son  lived  a  mile  down  the  road  would  be, 
in  effect,  10  miles  from  his  son  by  the 
time  the  highway  was  constructed  be¬ 
tween  the  2  farms. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  might  very  well  be. 

It-required  a  great  deal  of  persuasion 
to  change  my  mind  on  that  point,  but 
I  finally  became  convinced  that  I  was 
mistaken.  It  is  pretty  hard  to  persuade 
a  Senator  to  admit  that  he  is  mistaken 
about  anything. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  __ 

Mr.  GORE.  I  will  yield  in  a  moment, 

I  finally  became  convinced  that  lim¬ 
ited  access  was  necessary  to  preserve 
the  value  of  the  public  investment  and 
to  preserve  the  safety  of  traffic.  That 
principle  has  been  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Now  I  think  it  is  necessary  to 
provide  regulation  of  commercial  adver¬ 
tising  along  the  rights-of-way  of  these 
highways.  The  bill  does  not  provide  for 
prohibition,  either  by  States  or  by  the 
Federal  Government.  It  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  for  regulation  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  but  by  the  States. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Reference  is  made  to 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Tallamy  in  regard 
to  the  matter  of  safety,  on  the  occasion 
when  he  testified,  as  quoted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee.  That  was  the 
first  testimony  in  all  the  voluminous 
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hearings  which  we  had  to  the  effect  that 
there  was  any  indication  of  a  detriment 
to  the  driver  and  to  the  safety  of  traffic 
by  reason  of  billboard  structures.  The 
colloquy  between  Mr.  Tallamy  and  my¬ 
self,  on  page  391  indicates  by  his  re¬ 
sponses  to  the  suggestion  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  that  such  was  the  fact, 
Mr.  Tallamy  said: 

I  don’t  know  of  any  survey  that  has  been 
made  of  outdoor  advertising  effects  on  ex¬ 
press  highways,  and  I  am  talking  of  express 
highways. 

A  little  later  he  said : 

I  did  admit  that  I  know  of  no  statistics,  I 
know  of  no  survey  of  the  effect  on  safety 
of  outdoor  advertising  on  expressways,  but  I 
am  giving  you  my  sincere  opinion  on  it,  and 
I  have  traveled  many,  many,  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  miles  under  all  conditions  on  ex¬ 
press  highways. 

That  was  the  only  expression  of  opin¬ 
ion  I  found  in  all  the  voluminous  hear¬ 
ings. 

On  the  contrary,  when  we  turn  to  the 
hearings  in  1957,  at  that  time  we  had 
the  result  of  the  studies  by  the  Iowa 
State  College  and  the  University  of 
Michigan,  which  show  the  contrary  to  be 
true.  So  if  it  is  a  matter  of  opinion 
against  academic,  scientific  studes  which 
have  been  made,  plainly  showing  no  det¬ 
rimental  effect  of  structures  of  that  kind 
to  safe  driving,  I  am  wondering  what  is 
the  basis  for  the  safety  factors  upon 
which  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  so 
heavily  relies.  How  much  weight  should 
be  given  to  them? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  asked  Mr.  Tallamy,  the 
Administrator,  who  previously  had  been 
administrator  of  the  Throughway  in  the 
State  of  New  York,  his  sincere  opinion. 
He  gave  it.  I  rely  on  that. 

I  rely  also  on  what  I  regard  as  com¬ 
mon  sense  observation.  The  largest  of¬ 
ficial  sign,  I  believe,  is  about  13  feet 
high.  If  that  must  be  in  competition 
with  a  50-foot  billboard,  neon-lighted, 
with  a  pretty  girl  with  movable  parts,  I 
say  that  if  the  sign  on  the  billboard  is 
any  good  at  all,  it  will  attract  attention ; 
and  such  a  sign  would  attract  my  atten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Would  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  also  say  that  the  pretty  girl  with 
the  movable  parts  will  not  be  alongside^ 
the  10-foot  official  sign?  It  will  be 
somewhere  outside  and  beyond  the  right 
of  way,  which  is  330  feet  wide,  at  a  mini¬ 
mum,  on  all  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tems.  So  it  is  not  a  matter  of  having  all 
the  signs  crowded  around  the  turnoff, 
so -that  the  view  of  the  turnoff  is  ob¬ 
scured,  and  the  attention  of  the  driver 
is  attracted  to  the  advertising  sign.  It 
is  moved  away  a  considerable  distance 
from  any  of  the  official  signs,  and  there¬ 
fore  has  no  detrimental  effect. 

I 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  us  think  about  that. 
Let  us  say  that  the  right-of-way  is  300 
feet  wide.  I  do  not  know  how  wide  the 
center  strip  will  be.  At  any  rate,  the 
driver  will  be  traveling  on  the  right  hand 
side  of  the  center.  Let  us  say  that  he  is 
traveling  within  100  feet  of  the  edge  of 
the  right-of-way.  This  chamber  is  only 
about  100  feet  wide.  The  driver  we  are 
talking  about  is  traveling  at  the  rate  of 
75  miles  an  hour.  He  must  comprehend, 
within  the  last  3  miles  approaching 


an  interchange,  10  official  signs.  Sup¬ 
pose  that,  blinking  in  his  eyes,  are  many 
commercial  signs  much  larger,  illumi¬ 
nated  with  flashing  lights.  It  is  only 
reasonable  to  anticipate  that  those  who 
are  professionals  in  the  art  of  attracting 
attention  will  succeed  to  some  extent  in 
distracting  the  attention  of  the  driver 
from  the  highway,  from  management  of 
his  vehicle,  and  from  the  reading  of  the 
official  signs.  If  the  advertising  industry 
were  not  good  enough  to  do  that,  it  would 
not  be  interested  in  advertising  along  the 
highways. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  All  the  studies  by  the 
Iowa  State  College  and  the  University  of 
Michigan  were  concerned  with  rights-of- 
way  less  than  330  feet  wide,  and  they 
came  to  a  contrary  conclusion,  based 
upon  surveys  which  tabulated  all  the  ac¬ 
cidents  and  the  cause-and-effect  factors 
involved  in  dangerous  driving  conditions. 
So  I  say  it  is  pure  conjecture,  it  is  wishful 
thinking,  and  there  is  no  basis  of  any 
kind  in  the  evidence  except  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  opinion  by  Mr.  Tallamy,  which 
should  cause  us  to  accept  the  thesis  of 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee.  The  opin¬ 
ion  of  Mr.  Tallamy  must  be  weighed 
against  the  scientific  surveys,  the  results 
of  which  were  carefully  tabulated  and 
carefully  weighed  in  every  regard. 

Mr.  GORE.  There  has  been  no  offi¬ 
cial  survey  of  traffic  or  advertising  on  a 
national  system  of  limited-access  inter¬ 
state  and  defense  highways,  because  we. 
have  had  no  such  system.  We  are  now 
undertaking  to  construct  such  a  system. 
I  submit  that  it  must  be  viewed  as  a  dif¬ 
ferent  kind  of  highway  system.  It  is  a 
new  concept.  It  is  a  concept  of  express¬ 
ways  on  which  the  traffic  will  move  at 
much  greater  speed,  and  on  which  there 
will  be  cloverleaf  access  and  egress 
points.  It  is  particularly  in  this  area 
that  the  greatest  caution  must  be  exer¬ 
cised  lest  these  interchanges  become 
death  traps  rather  than  safe,  regulated 
means  of  ingress  and  egress. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  survey  and  study 
made  by  the  University  of  Michigan,  and 
conducted  by  Mr.  J.  Carl  McMonagle, 
assistant  director  of  the  Traffic  Planning 
Division  of  the  Michigan  State  Highway 
Department,  and  a  member  of  the 
President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference, 
is  to  an  extent  an  official  survey.  A  thor¬ 
ough  study  of  the  subject  was  made. 
The  study  which  was  conducted  by  Iowa 
University  was,  as  the  study  itself  states, 
a  part  of  some  250  programs  in  this  area, 
the  results  of  which  have  been  published. 
It  was  not  wishful  thinking  or  an  ex¬ 
pression  of  opinion.  It  was  a  tabulation 
and  a  scientific  analysis. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  I  am  pleading  for 
is  the  passage  of  a  bill  which  will  en¬ 
courage  the  States  to  provide  not  prohi¬ 
bition  but  regulation  and  control,  so  that 
the  outdoor  advertising  industry  will 
find  it  necessary  to  obtain  official  con¬ 
sent  to  place  their  advertisements  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  a  pattern  which  will  pro¬ 
vide  safety  .and  conservation  of  the 
beauty  of  the  landscape. 

I  am  pleading  for  the  passage  of  a  bill 
which  will  encourage  the  States  to  en¬ 
act  and  provide  the  necessary  regula¬ 
tion  and  control,  to  prevent  the  indis¬ 
criminate  and  unsafe  location  of  bill¬ 


boards.  That  is  all  I  desire  to  accom¬ 
plish. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  the  standard  of 
specifications  in  the  bill,  the  boards  can¬ 
not  be  more  than  500  scjuare  inches.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  they  can  be. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  show 
me  the  language  in  the  bill  which  per¬ 
mits  them  to  be  other  than  that,  if  they 
are  regulated  and  controlled? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do  so. 
The  language  is  on  page  21: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  policy 
that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  out¬ 
door  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  650  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main  traveled  way 
of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
should  be  regulated — ■ 

Mr.  KERR.  I  ask  the  Senator  to  read 
on. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  language  continues: 
consistent  with  national  standards  to  be 
prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 
which  shall  provide  for — 

Mr.  KERR.  No.  3. 

Mr.  GORE.  Before  I  go  to  No.  3,  let 
me  point  out  that  “regulated”  does  not 
have  the  connotation  of  prohibition.  It 
connotes  discretionary  power. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  whom? 

Mr.  GORE.  In  a  State  authority. 

Mr.  KERR.  Where  is  that  State  au¬ 
thority  named?  Where  are  the  words 
in  the  bill  with  reference  to  the  State 
authority? 

Mr.  GORE.  All  regulation  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  bill  is  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  States  who  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  “consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  standards  to  be  prepared  andi 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary.”  That  is 
what  the  bill  says.  I  read  further: 

Which  shall  provide  for : 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
Inches  advertising  activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  paragraphs  (1),  (2), 
(3),  and  (4)  describe  types  of  signs  for 
which  provision  must  be  made  in  the 
standards  to  be  promulgated. 

Mr.  KERR.  Regardless  of  who  regu¬ 
lates  them. 

Mr.  GORE  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  regulation  must  be 
consistent  with  national  standards  to  be 
prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  which  shall  provide  for  signs  not 
larger  than  500  square  inches,  and  such 
advertising  activities  are  to  be  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point 
a?  which  signs  are  located 

I  ask  my  good  friend  in  all  sincerity  to 
tell  me  if  that  does  not  mean  what  it 
says?  First,  what  does  it  mean  and, 
second,  why  is  it  in  the  bill  if  it  is  not  to 
be  effective? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  be  very  glad  to 
undertake  to  say  what  my  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  secton  is. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Senator  limit 
it,  to  begin  with,  to  paragraph  (3),  be- 
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ginning  at  line  18  on  page  21,  and  the 
words  in  line  11  which  read  “should  be 
regulated,  consistent  with  national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for”,  and  so  forth,  and  then  read 
paragraph  (3)  ? 

Mr  GORE.  We  will  begin  with  line 
13.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  wants  me  to 
give  as  clear  an  explanation  as  I  can. 
Beginning  with  line  13  it  will  be  noticed 
that  the  regulations  shall  provide 
for - 

Mr.  KERR.  What? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  succeeding  four 
paragraphs.  However,  signs  which  are 
not  mandatorially  provided  for  in  para¬ 
graphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  may  be 
provided  for  under  the  interpretation  of 
the  words,  in  line  11,  “should  be  regu¬ 
lated.” 

Mr.  KERR.  It  says  the  signs  “should 
be  regulated,”  but  the  regulation  shall 
be  consistent  with  “national  standards 
to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary,  which  shall  provide  for 
signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches.” 
That  is  a  limitation.  That  is  a  defini¬ 
tion.  That  as  a  prescription  of  one  of 
the  things  for  which  the  regulatory  rules 
shall  provide. 

Mr.  GORE.  This  is  a  requirement  of 
the  regulation,  not  a  limitation  of  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct.  The 
controlling  authority  could  require  the 
signs  to  be  smaller,  but  could - 

Mr.  GORE.  And  larger  signs  may 
be  permitted. 

Mr.  KERR.  Not  at  all ;  not  under  the 
language  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  respectfully  disagree. 

Mr.  KERR.  What  is  the  significance 
of  the  language  that  the  signs  shall  not 
be  larger?  It  states  that  they  shall  not 
be  larger  than  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  I  have  tried  to 
point  out  to  the  Senator - 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  20  inches  long 
and  25  inches  wide,  or  vice  versa. 

Mr.  GORE.  Paragraphs  1,  2,  3,  and 
4  on  page  21  are  mandatory  provisions 
of  the  regulation. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  what  I  am  trying 
to  point  out  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee,  that  they  are  mandatory. 

Mr.  GORE.  ,/Yes;  they  are  mandatory. 

Mr.  KERR.  They  are  mandatory. 

Mr.  GORE.  Though  it  is  not  manda¬ 
tory  that  other  signs  be  permitted,  the 
standards  may  permit  other  signs,  if  I 
may  use  that  word. 

Mr.  KERR.  Show  me  the  word  “per¬ 
mit.”  The  language  says  that  the  reg¬ 
ulation  should  be  consistent  with  the 
standards  set  forth  and  provides  for 
signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  himself 
has  said  that  that  is  mandatory,  and 
that  is  what  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  says.  If  it  is  mandatory,  and  if 
it  must  be  provided  that  signs  shall  not 
be  larger  than  that,  does  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  suggest  that  there  can 
be  provisions  inconsistent  with  that 
regulation? 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  clarify  what  I 
mean  by  “mandatory.”  I  mean  it  is 
mandatory  that  the  Secretary  provide 
in  his  regulations  for  certain  advertise¬ 
ments  to  come  within  the  terms  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  But  pro¬ 


vision  may  be  made  for  advertising 
signs  consistent  with  safety  and  the 
preservation  of  beauty,  somewhat  larger 
than  those  described  under  the  terms 
which  I  have  read  on  line  18,  page  21. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  may  say  that  where 
on  page  21,  line  18,  paragraph  (3)  ap¬ 
pears,  it  is  obviously  necessary  to  read 
that  entire  provision  in  order  to  see  to 
what  the  500  square  inch  provision  re¬ 
fers.  A  reading  of  the  entire  sentence 
indicates : 

Signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

Mr.  GORE.  These  provisions  are 
placed  in  the  bill  to  make  certain  that 
a  local  tourist  motel  or  other  local  fa¬ 
cility  can  be  advertised.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce  can  provide  standards 
which,  under  specified  conditions,  would 
permit  larger  advertising  signs  than  are 
here  mandatorily  provided  for  and  than 
are  here  specified  as  a  necessary  part  of 
the  regulations.  Does  the  Senator  from 
California  agree? 

"Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes,  I  do,  because  para¬ 
graph  (3)  refers  to  the  specific  proviso 
which  constitutes  a  part  of  the  national 
policy.  But  to  recognize  what  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  is,  obviously  all  parts  of 
the  provision  must  be  read  together. 

Mr.  HRUSKA,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  must  confess  that  I 
am  baffled.  The  language  plainly  states 
that  national  standards  must  provide 
that  the  signs  shall  not  be  larger  than 
500  square  inches.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  says  that  is  correct,  and  that  it 
is  mandatory;  but  that  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  may  allow  larger  signs  if  he 
wants  to. 

Why  in  the  world  is  the  provision  in 
the  bill  in  the  first  place,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  allow  larger  sign  Where  is 
the  mandatory  part  if  he  is  given  dis¬ 
cretion  to  allow  larger  signs? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  tried  to  say  to  the 
Senator  that  these  specific  types  of  signs 
are  those  which  the  regulations^  must 
provide  for,  as  a  minimum,  to  insure  that 
local  businesses  may  be  permitted  to  ad¬ 
vertise. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  What  is  the  maxi¬ 
mum?  How  large  can  a  sign  be?  The 
provision  says  it  must  be  not  larger  than 
500  square  inches. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  will  read 
again,  on  line  11,  “consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  standards.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  One  of  the  standards 
is  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  says,  “consistent  with 
national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary.” 

Mr.  KERR.  Now  read  the  rest  of  the 
language. 

Mr.  GORE.  What  are  the  national 
standards? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Paragraphs  (1),  (2), 
(3) , and  (4). 

Mr.  GORE.  Oh,  no.  In  the  national 
standards,  “which  shall  provide  for”;  it 
does  not  say  that  is  all  that  can  be  pro¬ 
vided  for. 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  Very  well.  The  lan¬ 
guage  provides  for  signs  not  larger  than 
500  square  inches.  What  else  can  be 
provided  for  as  to  size? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  “may”  provide;  not 
“shall”.  It  shall  provide  for  those  things 
contained  in  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3), 
and  (4) ,  but  the  regulations  may  provide 
for  other  types  of  signs. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Where  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  find  “may”  in  the  language?  Will 
the  Senator  point  it  out? 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  give  his 
interpretation  of  “regulate”? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  use  of  the  word 
“regulate”  here  is  completely  out  of 
place. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  give  his 
interpretation  of  the  word  “control”? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  “Control”  means  to 
influence  within  a  certain  confine  of 
activity. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  either  the  word 
“regulate”  or  the  word  “control”  mean 
“prohibit”? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  No,  not  in  and  of 
themselves.  But  when  the  language 
provides  for  regulation  to  a  size  of  500 
square  inches,  and  that  is  one  of  the 
standards  provided,  I  cannot  interpret 
that  as  meaning  that  it  may  also  include 
signs  of  5,000  square  inches. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  does.  Where  is  the  permis¬ 
sive  language? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  so  agrees. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Then,  I  ask  what  is 
the  sense  of  having  subparagraph  (3), 
which  provides  for  “signs  not  larger 
than  500  square  inches”? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California,  who  is  one  of  the  au¬ 
thors  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  a  part  of  the 
unfortunate  misinterpretation  by  my 
friends  with  respect  to  the  phrase  “500 
square  inches”  is  that  they  feel  in  some 
ways  that  the  phrase  “500  square  inches” 
may  be  interpreted  as  applying  to  para¬ 
graphs  (1),  (2),  and  (4),  which  it  does 
not.  The  legislative  intention,  as  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  Senate  debates,  may  be 
helpful  on  the  point.  I  am  certain  that 
the  committee  would  overwhelmingly 
agree  that  it  does  not. 

When  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
offered  the  500-square-inch  amendment, 
I  opposed  it,  but  the  amendment  was 
adopted  by  a  majority  vote,  and  it  was 
in  that  fashion  that  it  came  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  May  I  ask  why  the 
Senator  from  California  opposed  the 
amendment?  What  were  his  reasons 
for  opposing  it? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Because,  as  I  partici¬ 
pated  in  drafting  the  bill,  it  was,  to  my 
way  of  thinking,  without  that  provision, 
a  little  more  precise,  a  little  more  clear. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No.  But  when  the 
committee  added  to  the  amendment 
paragraph  (3),  there  was  no  question 
that  that  meant  that  a  man  who  owned 
a  business  alongside  a  highway  would 
have  a  right  to  advertise  that  business 
not  only  on  his  property,  but  also  within 
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12  miles  of  his  property.  That  was  what 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  was  try¬ 
ing  to  do.  So  that  is  what  the  commit¬ 
tee  approved. 

But  beyond  all  that,  there  Is,  it  seems 
to  me,  a  clear  right  on  the  part  of  any 
State  which  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  the  Federal  Government  to  exer¬ 
cise  its  constitutional  authority  reason¬ 
ably  under  paragraphs  (1) ,  (2) ,  and  (4) . 
Those  paragraphs  read  together  dem¬ 
onstrate  that  portion  of  the  national 
policy  which  is  outlined  in  the  four  para¬ 
graphs.  f 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  If  I  may  interrupt, 
subsection  (4)  reads: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Correct. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  One  of  the  standards 
of  the  section  is  that  signs  not  larger 
than  500  square  inches  may  be  erected. 

If  the  section  does  not  mean  they  are 
limited  to  500  square  inches,  will  the 
Senator  explain  how  large  they  can  be? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  a  reasonable 
interpretation  of  the  national  policy  and 
standards  set  forth  in  the  bill  contem¬ 
plates  generally  a  protection  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Highway  System  for  a  distance 
of  660  feet  from  the  roadbed  itself.  As 
I  have  said,  that  is  the  general  rule. 
Then,  in  an  attempt  to  arrive  at  a  rea¬ 
sonable  policy,  various  exceptions  are 
made  to  the  general  policy.  To  me,  that 
is  a  fairly  clear  indication  of  what  has 
attempted  to  be  done  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  And  the  word  reason¬ 
able  has  been  defined  in  no  uncertain 
terms  as  meaning  a  sign  not  larger  than 
500  square  inches. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  what  instance? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  any  instance. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No;  I  deny  that;  I  do 
not  agree  at  all. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Where  is  the  provi¬ 
sion  that  such  a  sign  may  exceed  500 
square  inches  in  size? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  is  no  provision 
about  exceeding  500  square  inches  in 
size,  if  the  Senator  is  talking  about  the 
authority  contained  in  paragraph  (3). 

Mr.  KERR.  Where  is  it  provided  in 
any  other  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  is  not  provided  in 
any  other  part,  I  may  say  to  my  dear 
friend  from  Nebraska.  / 

Mr.  KERR.  So  there  is  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  in  paragraph  (3),  and  there  is  no 
escape  from  it  by  means  of  any  other 
portion  of  the  bill.  Therefore,  it  has  to 
apply. 

Mr.  GORE.  No;  that  is  not  the  case. 

I  read  from  page  21,  beginning  on 
line  6  : 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  policy 
that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  out¬ 
door  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way 
of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
should  be  regulated - 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  there  a  period  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  GORE.  There  is  a  comma  there. 

Mr.  KERR,  Then  something  follows, 
does  it  not? 


Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  What  is  it? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  provisions  about 

what  the  regulations  must  include. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  provisions  about 

what  the  regulations  shall  provide  for, 
or  what  they  must  include? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  provisions  about 

what  the  regulations  must  provide  for; 
and  the  general  rule  of  regulation  within 

660  feet  is  the  principle - 

„  Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  that  I  could  not  be 
in  more  complete  accord  with  him.  They 
would  have  the  right  of  regulation  be¬ 
yond  what  is  included  in  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4).  The  regulations 
must  be  “consistent  with  national 

standards  which  shall  provide  for” — now, 
let  us  read  what  follows: 

( 1 )  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

If  they  are  authorized  or  required  by 
law,  this  language  will  not  remove  them. 
But  certainly  it  does  not  apply  to  bill¬ 
boards. 

Then  we  find  the  following: 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

In  other  words,  if  a  man  owns  some 
land  along  a  right-of-way,  he  can  put 
one  kind  of  sign  on  it,  according  to  that 
paragraph;  namely,  a  sign  whereby  he 
offers  the  piece  of  property  for  sale  or 
for  lease.' 

So,  if  it  is  not  a  directional  or  official 
sign  required  by  law,  and  if  it  is  not  a 
sign  which  would  advertise  the  sale  or 
lease  of  the  property  upon  which  it  is 
located,  then  they  must  be — 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches — 

And  even  then  they  can  be  only  those — 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at  which 
such  signs  are  located. 

That  is  why  I  ask  my  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  whom 
I  know  to  be  sincere,  and  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  ,  whom  I  know  also  to  be  sincere, 
this  question:  Since  that  language  is 
mandatory,  as  the  Senators  have  said, 
and  since  the  proposed  law  states  that 
this  must  be  provided  for,  where  is  there 
any  escape  from  it? 

Mr.  GORE.  We  have  been  over  this 
point  many  times. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  not  yet  shown  any  lan¬ 
guage  which  provides  for  any  escape 
from  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  has  principally  been 
because  I  have  been  unable  to  explain 
it  satisfactorily  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  want  an  expla¬ 
nation^  I  merely  ask  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  to  show  me  the  language. 

Mr.  GORE.  Very  well;  I  shall  do  it 
once  again. 

The  provisions  on  page  21,  from  line  14 
through  line  24,  ipcluding  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  set  forth  the  condi¬ 
tions  for  which  the  standards  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
provide.  But  the  regulations  and  the 
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standards  are  not  limited  to  these  four 
numbered  paragraphs. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  they  must  include 
them,  must  they  not?  , 

Mr.  GORE.  They  must  permit  them. 

Mr.  KERR.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  GORE.  Or  they  must  provide  for 
them. 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes,  they  must  provide 
for  them. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes.  But  these  four  are 
not  exclusive. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  None  of  these  four  is  ex¬ 
clusive  of  other  standards  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
mulgate. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  where  is  the  author¬ 
ity  which  would  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  after  having  prescribed  that 
the  signs  shall  not  be  larger  than  500 
square  inches  in  size,  to  have  a  larger 
one  erected? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  bill  does  not  say  that 
there  shall  be  none  larger  than  that. 

Mr.  KERR.  It-says  “which  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for”  signs  not  larger  than  that. 

Where  is  the  language  which  provides 
for  those  which  are  larger  than  that? 

Mr.  GORE.  V%ry  well ;  I  shall  be  glad 
to  read  it  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma; 
it  is  in  lines  11  and  12  of  the  same  page — 
page  21: 

The  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated, 
consistent  with  national  standards. 

Who  will  prepare  those  national  stand¬ 
ards?  Who  will  promulgate  those  na¬ 
tional  standards? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Secretary  of  Com- 
mei’ce,  despite  the  fact  that  a  moment 
ago  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  said 
that  would  be  done  by  the  State  highway 
departments. 

Mr.  GORE.  No;  I  did  not  say  the 
standards  would  be  promulgated  by  the 
State  highway  departments.  I  said  the 
regulation  would  be  accomplished  by  the 
States. 

I  am  sorry  that  I  am  unable  to  per¬ 
suade  my  distinguished  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma,  what  this  part  of 
the  bills  means.  But  at  least  my  inter¬ 
pretation  of  it  is  concurred  in  by  the 
two  authors  of  the  amendment;  and  I 
know  of  no  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee — except  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska] — 
who  are  in  disagreement.  There  may 
be  others  who  are  in  disagreement. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  will  yield  to  me, 
let  me  say  that  I  am  sure  he  is  familiar 
with  the  rule  regarding  the  use  of  legis¬ 
lative  history  which  develops  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  namely,  that  if  there  is  any 
uncertainty  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  a  statute,  then  one  turns  to  the 
legislative  history  which  may  be  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  But  if  there 
is  no  uncertainty  as  to  its  meaning,  my 
understanding  is  that  what  is  said  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  is  then  disre¬ 
garded. 

Where  is  the  uncertainty  about  “signs 
not  larger  than  500  square  inches”  in 
size,  which  would  require  reference  to  be 
made  to  the  debate  occurring  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate? 
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Mr.  GORE.  I  suggest  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  read  the  Record  to¬ 
morrow,  and  he  will  find  numerous  refer¬ 
ences. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Can  the  Senator  frrom 
Tennessee  refer  to  1  or  2  of  them  at  this 
time? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  just  done  so. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  said  that  when  the  bill  refers 
to  a  sign  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches  in  size,  it  means  something  else; 
is  that  what  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  said? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  that  these  are  the  things  for 
which  the  standards  must  provide : 

The  right  of  a  local  business  to  adver¬ 
tise. 

The  right  of  a  person  who  has  a  piece 
of  property  for  sale  along  the  right-of- 
way  to  advertise  it  for  sale. 

The  right  of  one  who  operates  a  busi¬ 
ness  within  a  certain  distance  of  the 
highway  to  advertise  it  with  signs  of  the 
dimensions  herein  stated. 

Mr.  KERR.  Signs  of  what  dimen¬ 
sions? 

Mr.  GORE.  But  these  4  paragraphs 
are  not  exclusive. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Then  what  may  be 
used? 

Mr  GORE.  What  does  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  mean? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  just  said  that  these  4  para¬ 
graphs  on  page  21  are  not  exclusive,  and 
that  something  more  may  be  done. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  tell  us  what  more  may 
be  done? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  will  be  found  in  the 
3  previous  lines — lines  11,  12,  and  13 
on  page  21. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Then  what  more  may 
be  provided? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  standards  must  pro¬ 
vide — let  me  read  the  provisions  again. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  at  this 
point  will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  No,  not  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Very  well. 

Mr.  GORE  I  now  read  from  page  20, 
beginning  in  line  23: 

To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow 
of  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the 
public  investment  in  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  it  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest 
to  encourage  and  assist  the  States  to  con¬ 
trol  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas  ad¬ 
jacent  of  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor 
advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices  ad¬ 
jacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby  de¬ 
clared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the  erec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising 
signs,  displays,  or  devices  within  660  feet 
of  the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and  visible 
from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions  of 
the  Interstate  System  should  be  regulated — ■ 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  “As  follows.” 

Mr.  GORE.  No — 

consistent  with  national  standards  to  be 
prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 
which  shall  provide  for 

Then  there  are  the  four  numbered 
paragraphs. 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  Which  shall  pro¬ 
vide — 

Mr.  GORE.  But,  I  repeat,  they  are 
not  exclusive,  and  if  the  Senator  will  give 
any  reasonable  interpretation  to  the  pro¬ 
vision,  I  think  he  will  be  in  serious  doubt 
as  to  the  correctness  of  his  position. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  ask  for  the  18th 
time,  having  heard  read  18  times  the 
section  which  provides  the  minimum 
standards,  what  other  standards  may  be 
added,  and  by  whom? 

Mr.  GORE.  Other  signs  consistent 
with  the  standards  to  be  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  in  the  reaching  of  an  agreement 
between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
the  States. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  So  that  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  any  one  of  the  48 
States  get  together,  they  can  disregard 
subparagraph  (3)  and  say,  “We  are  not 
going  to  regard  500  square  inches  as  the 
maximum.” 

Mr.  GORE.  That  was  not  my  state¬ 
ment  at  all. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  What  may  they  do? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  repeat,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  to  promulgate 
standards. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  addition  to  the  ones 
listed  herein,  what  other  standards  may 
he  promulgate? 

Mr.  GORE.  To  promulgate  standards 
which  may  include  provisions  other  than 
subsections  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4),  on 
page  21  of  the  bill,  but  which  must  pro¬ 
vide  for  subsections  (1),  (2),  (3),  and 
(4) ,  on  page  21  of  the  bill.  Is  that  plain? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes,  so  far  as  it  goes. 

Mr.  GORE.  How  much  farther  does 
the  Senator  wish  me  to  go?  Does  he 
wish  me  to  go  to  some  highway  and  meas¬ 
ure  a  signboard? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  submit  the  question 
has  not  been  answered.  What  else  may 
be  provided  for  in  addition  to  subpara¬ 
graphs  (1),  (2),  and  (4)?  What  does 
“standards”  mean? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  incapable  of  giving 
the  Senator  a  better  explanation  than  I 
have.  I  suggest  and  request  that  he  read 
the  Record  tomorrow.  I  believe  he  will 
find  his  mind  satisfied. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  submit  the  Senator 
has  not  answered  the  very  simple  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  what  other  standards  may  be 
agreed  upon  between  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments.  The  question  has  not  been 
answered.  The  Senator  may  ask  to  have 
the  Record  read  again  and  again,  but 
the  answer  to  that  question  has  not  been 
given. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  detailed  provisions  of 
the  broad  standards  are  not  spelled  out. 
That  is  left  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  But  some  of  the  types  of  signs 
for  which  the  standards  must  provide  are 
spelled  out. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Could  the  Secretary, 
under  this  authority,  permit  signs  of  500 
square  feet  in  the  area  660  feet  on  either 
side  of  an  Interstate  System  road  for 
which  contracts  have  been  made  with  the 
State  highway  departments? 


Mr.  GORE.  In  accordance  with  pol¬ 
icy,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  promulgate  national  stand¬ 
ards. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understand,  but  will  the 
Senator  answer  the  question?  Could  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  under  the  bill, 
permit  signs  up  to  500  square  feet  within 
the  area  of  660  feet  on  either  side  of  a 
highway? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  standards  must  be 
promulgated  on  a  national  basis. 

Mr.  KERR.  Could  such  signs  be  pro¬ 
mulgated  on  that  basis? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  think  it  would  be 
incumbent  upon  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  promulgate  standards  which  are 
within  the  bounds  of  reason.  I  do  not 
know  what  conditions  might  obtain 
which  would  justify  a  regulation  permit¬ 
ting  a  sign  of  500  square  feet. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  not  asking  if  it 
would  be  justified.  I  am  asking  the  Sen¬ 
ator  if,  in  his  opinion,  under  the  language 
of  the  bill,  the  Secretary  could  issue  reg¬ 
ulations  which  would  permit  signs  up  to 
500  square  feet  in  the  area  of  660  feet  on 
either  side  of  the  highway? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  standards  providing  for 
the  erection  of  such  a  sized  billboard 
were  reasonable,  yes.  If  not,  I  should 
think - 

Mr.  KERR.  Reasonable  in  whose 
opinion?  The  Secretary  is  granted  cer¬ 
tain  authority  in  the  bill,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  He  cannot  have  any  au¬ 
thority  beyond  what  is  herein  provided 
with  reference  to  the  program.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  that  standard,  is 
it  the  Senator’s  opinion  that  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  decides  it  is  reasonable,  he  has 
the  authority,  under  this  bill,  to  say 
signs  up  to  500  square  feet  in  size  can 
be  erected  within  660  feet  of  either  side 
of  the  highway? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  not  willing  to  haz¬ 
ard  a  guess  on  what  would  be  reasonable. 

Mr.  KERR.  No,  I  did  not  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  what  he  thought  was  reasonable.  I 
asked  him  if  he  believed  the  Secretary 
had  the  authority,  under  the  bill,  to  per¬ 
mit  signs  up  to  500  square  feet  in  size. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  should  determine  that  it  is  rea¬ 
sonable,  consistent  with  safety  and  the 
preservation  of  beauty  of  the  landscape, 
to  permit  a  sign  20  by  20  feet,  which 
would  be  400  square  feet - 

Mr.  KERR.  I  said  500  square  feet. 

Mr.  GORE.  Very  well,  500  square  feet, 
in  an  area  between  the  turnoffs.^not  at 
the  brow  of  a  hill,  not  on  an  inside  curve, 
not  at  a  point  which  would  obstruct 
the  beauty  of  the  landscape.  I  should 
think  it  would  be  within  the  power  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  so  to  pro¬ 
vide  in  the  standards. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  under  the  language  have  au¬ 
thority  to  prescribe  that  signs  up  to 
1,000  square  feet  could  be'erected  on  the 
right-of-way? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  not  engage  in  the 
exercise  of  imagination  as  to  when,  in 
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an  arithmetical  projection,  the  size  of  a 
sign  would  become  unreasonable. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  was  not  ask¬ 
ing  about  what  was  reasonable. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  the  exercise  of 
authority  must  meet  the  rule  of  rea¬ 
sonableness.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed 
otherwise. 

Mr.  KERR.  Whose  standard  of  rea¬ 
sonableness? 

Mr.  GORE.  In  the  final  analysis,  it 
would  have  to  be  the  standard  of  the 
courts  of  the  land. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  was  the  question  I 
was  about  to  ask  the  Senator.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  said  under  the  language  the  Sec¬ 
retary  could  permit  erection  of  signs  up 
to  500  square  feet. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  said  he  could, 
under  certain  conditions,  if  consistent 
with  the  national  policy. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  said  the 
Secretary  would  have  that  power  under 
the  language  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  he  would. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  would  be  true  with 
reference  to  the  Secretary  in  office  when 
the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  a  subsequent  Sec¬ 
retary  have  authority  to  change  that? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  would  constitute 
abrogation  of  the  agreement,  if  a  State 
had  entered  into  an  agreement. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  agreement  would 
permit  the  Secretary  to  authorize  erec¬ 
tion  of  signs  up  ter  such  size,  and  the 
Secretary  now  in  office,  let  us  assume,  did 
permit  them.  Since  it  was  not  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  he  had  to,  but  a  permis¬ 
sion  that  he  could,  would  the  next 
Secretary  of  Commerce  then  be  author¬ 
ized  to  change  that? 

Mr.  GORE.  Without  all  of  the  hy¬ 
potheses,  let  me  make  a  statement  as  to 
what  I  believe  would  be  the  situation.  I 
do  not  intend  my  statement  to  be  an  an¬ 
swer  to  all  the  hypothetical  situations 
the  Senator  has  mentioned. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  was  tiding  to  limit  it,' 
not  to  broaden  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Very  well.  I  was  not  sure 
exactly  which  was  the  case. 

Had  the  State  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
with  respect  to  standards  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  then  a 
contract  would  exist,  of  course,  between 
the  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  or  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
I  do  not  think  the  present  Secretary  of 
Commerce  could  subsequently,  or  that 
some  subsequent  Secretary  could,  modify 
the  standards  and  thereby  abrogate  the 
agreement.  I  think  that  the  present 
Secretary  could  subsequently,  or  a  sub¬ 
sequent  Secretary  could,  modify  the 
standards  which  would  be  effective  on 
future  agreements  between  the  Secretary 
and  any  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Senator  be 
willing  to  cosponsor  an  amendment  to 
change  the  500  square  inches  to  500 
square  feet? 

Mr.  GORE.  No;  I  would  not. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Secretary  has  au¬ 
thority  under  the  bill  to  authorize  signs 


up  to  500  square  feet,  why  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  not  be  willing  to  put  that  into  the 
bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  would  not  be  willing  to 
put  it  into  the  bill  because  if  we  changed 
the  500  square  inches  to  500  square  feet 
we  would  then  require  that  the  standards 
provide  for  a  sign  of  such  a  size,  whereas 
if  we  leave  it  as  it  is - 

Mr.  KERR.  Not  at  all,  because  the 
language  says  “not  larger  than.”  The 
language  does  not  say  it  must  be  that 
size,  but  says  “not  larger  than.” 

Mr.  GORE.  I  will  not  disagree  with 
the  language  there. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  that  what  the  lan¬ 
guage  says? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  what  the  lan¬ 
guage  says. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  I  ask  my  good 
friend,  since  in  his  opinion  under  the 
language  the  Secretary  can  prescribe 
signs  not  larger  than  500  square  feet,'  is 
he  willing  for  the  language  of  the  bill  so 
to  state? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  unnecessary  for  the 
language  so  to  state,  to  provide  that  signs 
may  be  regulated  to  that  extent.  I 
would  not  want  to  see  that  dimension 
written  into  the  provisions  as  a  man¬ 
datory  requirement  of  the  standards. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  does  not 
want  anything  to  be  left  to  caprice? 

Mr.  GORE.  No. 

Mr.  KERR.  Or  to  guesswork? 

Mr.  GORE.  But  I  want  something  left 
to  discretion. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  there  is  something 
left  to  discretion,  and  if  in  the  opinion 
of  some  Senators  the  language  limits  the 
discretion  to  signs  not  larger  than  500 
square  inches,  and  if  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  and  the  authors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Neuberger],  think  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  the  Secretary  can  authorize  signs 
up  to  500  square  feet,  why  would  not  the 
Senator  be  willing  to  use  such  language 
in  the  bill,  so  as  to  remove  the  doubt,  so 
that  people  would  not  have  to  depend 
upon  legislative  history  to  get  that  bene¬ 
fit  from  the  bill,  which  might  be  denied 
to  them  by  the  language  of  the  bill,  if  it 
should  be  enacted? 

Mr.  GORE.  We  are  now  back  once 
again  to  the  point  of  citing  the  differ¬ 
ence. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  care  about  citing 
the  difference. 

Mr.  GORE.  Very  well. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  asked  the  Senator  why 
he  would"  not  be  willing  to  put  into  the 
language  of  the  bill  the  power  which  he 
says  he  believes  to  be  inherent. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  answered  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  the  subsections  (1),  (2),  (3), 
and  (4)  are  requirements  of  the  stand¬ 
ards  but  not  exclusive  limitations  of  the 
standards,  because  the  regulation  of  ad¬ 
vertisements  within  the  660-foot  area  is 
a  matter  involving  the  exercise  of  some 
discretion  in  promulgation  of  standards 
which  are  implemented  by  agreement. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  why  not  limit  (1), 
(2),  (3).  and  (4)? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  a  matter  of  discre¬ 
tion  and  agreement.  There  is  some  dis¬ 
cretion  as  to  the  national  standards  and 
there  must  be  agreement  between  the 


States  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
believe  paragraph  (3)  is  binding  or  con¬ 
trolling,  and  if  he  is  willing  for  the  power 
to  be  greater  than  that,  why  not  elimi¬ 
nate  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4), 
or  put  into  them  the  extent  of  the  power 
which  the  Senator  says,  in  his  judgment, 
is  given  to  the  Secretary  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  tried  several  times 
to  answer,  and  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
be  satisfied  with  such  answer  as  I  can 
give  him. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  want  to  relieve  the  Sen¬ 
ator  of  any  further  burden,  and  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  patience  in  answering 
the  questions. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  the  Senator  is  still 
not  satisfied? 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator  does  not 
care  either  to  put  the  language  in  the 
bill  to  mean  what  he  says  he  thinks  it 
means,  or  to  eliminate  any  language  from 
the  bill  which  evidently  means  something 
different  from  what  he  says  it  means, 
then  I  would  say  no  profit  would  accrue 
from  further  questioning. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  would  have  some  dis¬ 
agreement  with  the  accuracy  of  the  word 
“evidently.” 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  notice  that  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  question  from  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  the  Senator  stated  that 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  could  modify 
an  agreement.  Could  the  Secretary  do 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator,  uni¬ 
laterally? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  standards  are  to  be 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  but  in  the  event  an  agreement  has 
been  reached  between  the  Department  of 
Commerce  and  a  State,  it  is  not  my  view 
that  the  agreement  could  be  unilaterally 
breached. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear 
the  distinguished  Senator  make  that 
statement,  because  I  received  exactly  the 
opposite  impression  from  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  said  in  response  to  a  question  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  . 

Mr.  GORE.  The  establishment  of 
Federal  standards  is  a  .function  of  the 
Federal  Government,  whether  such 
standards  be  set  out  in  laws  enacted  by 
the  Congress  or  whether  they  be  provided 
by  an  administrative  authority,  subject 
to  the  grant  of  authority  contained  in 
Federal  law.  The  provision  of  Federal 
standards  is  a  Federal  function.  Com¬ 
pliance  by  a  State  with  such  standards 
in  this  case  is  a  question  for  decision  by 
the  State.  If  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  provides  the  standards  which  must 
be  met  in  order  that  a  State  may  qualify 
for  the  benefits,  and  a  State  elects  to 
qualify  and  does  qualify,  and  reaches  an 
agreement,  that  agreement  cannot  be 
breached  unilaterally. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  entirely  satisfied 
with  the  answer  of  the  distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
moderate  provision.  Moreover,  it  ap¬ 
plies  only,  as  the  junior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  has  already 
said,  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System, 
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most  of  which  will  be  on  new  locations. 
I  point  out  that  the  Interstate  System 
will  be  only  about  1  percent  of  the  total 
road  mileage  in  the  United  States.  It  is 
with  respect  to  the  1  percent  that  we  have 
debated  at  such  great  length. 

The  policy  will  apply  in  no  way  what¬ 
soever  to  the  remainder  of  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  systems,  or  to  any  other 
highway  or  road  under  the  control  of 
States  and  local  bodies. 

The  policy  guidelines  laid  down  in  the 
bill  explicitly  recognize  and  make  pro¬ 
vision  for  essential  official  signs,  signs 
advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  property 
on  which  they  are  located,  signs  of  lim¬ 
ited  size  advertising  activities  within  12 
miles  of  the  signs,  and  other  signs  erect¬ 
ed  in  accordance  with  State  law  which 
are  of  specific  interest  to  the  jtraveling 
public.  These  policy  standards  would 
not  exclude  all  advertising  from  the  area 
adjacent  to  the  right-of-way.  On  the 
contrary,  appropriate  signs  under  appro¬ 
priate  conditions  would  be  permitted. 
Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  provision  is 
made  for  the  exclusion,  even  in  those 
States  wishing  to  implement  these  stand¬ 
ards,  of  those  segments  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  lying  within  the  bor¬ 
ders  of  incorporated  municipalities,  or 
which  are  otherwise  subject  to  State  or 
local  zoning  provisions. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  this  is  a  mod¬ 
erate  provision.  It  is  a  reasonable  pro¬ 
vision.  It  directs  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  promulgate  reasonable 
standards  in  accordance  with  the  policy 
set  forth,  and  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
to  enter  into  agreements  with  those 
States  which  wish  to  comply  with  those 
standards.  It  offers  incentive  payments 
to  encourage  the  States  to  agree  to  take 
appropriate  action.  Under  the  bill,  a 
State  may  proceed  either  under  its  police 
powers,  by  acquiring  advertising  ease¬ 
ments,  or  by  a  combination  of  both  these 
methods,  or  it  may  take  no  action  what¬ 
ever,  as  the  State  may  choose.  If  the 
State  should  elect  to  proceed  by  acquir¬ 
ing  easements,  the  cost  of  such  acquisi¬ 
tion,  within  reasonable  limits,  would  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  that  segment  of  the  high¬ 
way,  with  the  Federal  Government  pay¬ 
ing  its  pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  ac¬ 
quiring  the  easements.  Nowhere  in  this 
provision,  Mr.  President,  is  there  any 
manifestation  of  an  oppressive  hand  of 
Federal  regulation. 

We  propose  to  expend  vast  sums  of 
money,  Mr.  President,  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  magnificent  system  of  inter¬ 
state  highways.  The  overriding  purpose 
of  such  construction  is  to  provide  for  the 
safe  and  efficient  movement  of  traffic 
from  place  to  place.  I  fully  support  the 
concept  that  we  should  preserve  areas  of 
scenic  beauty  and  historic  sites  through 
which  these  highways  will  pass.  These 
esthetic  values  appeal  to  me  strongly. 
But  my  support  for  this  provision  does 
not  rest  principally  on  esthetic  grounds. 
Testimony  presented  to  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  in  my  opinion,  is  per¬ 
suasive  evidence  that  unrestricted  use 
of  billboards  along  our  highways  will  im¬ 
pair  their  safety  features  and  retard  the 
smooth  flow  of  traffic. 


Like  other  Senators,  I  have  within  the 
past  few  days  received  numerous  letters 
and  telegrams  alleging  that  this  pro¬ 
posal,  if  adopted,  would  be  discrimina¬ 
tory  against  the  outdoor  advertising  in¬ 
dustry.  In  the  first  place,  as  I  have  al¬ 
ready  pointed  out,  the  entire  proposal 
would  be  applicable  only  to  the  new  sys¬ 
tem  of  interstate  and  defense  highways. 
These  highways  will  be  constructed  in 
large  measure  on  new  locations.  Except 
for  the  construction  of  thsee  highways, 
at  pubilc  expense,  the  land  adjacent 
thereto  would  have  no  value  as  sites 
for  advertising  signs. 

Secondly,  for  those  who  choose  to  re¬ 
gard  reasonable  regulation  of  outdoor 
advertising  along  these  new  highways  as 
being  discriminatory,  I  should  like  to  di¬ 
rect  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  a 
much  more  extreme  regulatory  measure 
which  is  inherent  in  this  new  system  of 
highways  and  which  this  Congress  has 
already  approved.  We  are  undertaking 
to  build  a  system  of  public  highways  but 
we  have  provided,  Mr.  President,  that 
an  American  citizen  whose  home  or 
whose  place  of  business  is  alongside  this 
free  public  highway  shall  be  denied  the 
right  to  enter  upon  and  use  it,  unless 
he  enters  at  certain  designated  points 
where  he  can  enter  the  line  of  traffic 
under  regulated  conditions  which  pro¬ 
mote  traffic  safety  for  him  and  others 
using  the  highway.'  Initially,  I  was  op¬ 
posed  to  this  concept  of  limited  access. 
Later,  after  having  listened  to  the  evi¬ 
dence,  I  became  convinced  that  limited 
access  was  absolutely  essential  in  the 
interest  of  safety  and  efficient  movement 
of  traffic.  I  am  likewise  convinced,  Mr. 
President,  that  these  same  considera¬ 
tions  make  necessary  the  regulation  of 
outdoor  advertising,  particularly  so 
along  those  portions  of  the  highway  near 
points  of  ingrqps  and  egress. 

These  are  not  to  be  ordinary  roads, 
Mr.  President.  As  I  have  said,  they  will 
be  limited-access  roads  and  traffic  will 
move  at  a  rate  considerably  faster  than 
on  those  roads  for  which  access  is  uncon¬ 
trolled.  To  permit  the  smooth  flow  of 
traffic,  numerous  official  signs  will  be  re¬ 
quired,  particularly  in  areas  approaching 
points  of  ingress  and  egress.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administrator  testified  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  that  approximately 
20  such  signs  would  be  required  within 
about  3  miles  of  each  interchange.  The 
purpose  of  these  signs,  Mr.  President,  is 
to  provide  directions  to  the  traveling 
motorist.  They  are  ineffective  unless 
they  can  be  read.  They  cannot  be  read 
and  understood  if  they  are  intermingled 
with,  or  dwarfed  by,  larger  commercial 
advertising  signs  which  are  designed  to 
attract  the  motorist’s  attention. 

And  so  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  it  is 
reasonable  to  regulate  the  erection  of 
commercial  signs  in  areas  adjacent  to 
the  right-of-way  in  order  to  preserve 
the  safety  features  of  these  highways 
and  to  insure  maximum  efficiency  for 
the  movement  of  traffic.  I  shall  support 
section  12  of  the  bill  for  these  reasons, 
and  I  urge  other  Members  of  the  Senate 
to  do  likewise. 

Mr.  President,  S.  3414  as  amended  by 
the  Public  Works  Committee  is  a  com¬ 


prehensive  highway  bill  tailored  for.  cur¬ 
rent  requirements.  I  am  gratified  that 
all  of  its  provisions  relating  directly  to 
the  construction  of  highways  received  the 
unanimous  support  of  all  of  the  members 
of  the  committee  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  It  reflects  our  collective  judgment 
as  to  what  action  should  be  taken  at  this 
time  to  accelerate  the  program.  I  am 
personally  grateful  to  each  member  of 
the  committee  for  having  participated  in' 
our  lengthy  hearings  and  for  having 
given  unstintingly  of  their  time  and 
their  energies  in  fashioning  the  final  re¬ 
sults.  Our  highway  program  has  always 
been  a  bipartisan  program,  and  I  am 
glad  it  remains  so.  Neither  the  benefit 
flowing  from  adequate  highways  nor  the 
credit  for  their  construction  belongs  ex¬ 
clusively  to  any  group  or  to  any  political 
party. 

This  bill,  Mr.  President,  will  keep  our 
Interstate  Highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  on  its  planned  schedule  as  provided 
in  the  act  of  1956.  I  have  already  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  our  economy 
needs  stimulating  by  sound  govern¬ 
mental  action  and  that  this  bill  will  pro¬ 
vide  such  stimulation  in  the  form  of  jobs 
and  in  the  form  of  increased  business 
activity.  It  is  fortuitous  that  with  our 
economy  in  its  curent  condition  we 
should  have  available  a  program  on 
which  advanced  planning  has  been  ac¬ 
complished  and  which  can  be  accelerated 
immediately  in  the  public  interest.  It  is 
a  major  step  toward  putting  America 
back  to  work. 

But,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  rest  my 
case  for  this  bill  on  the  immediate  eco¬ 
nomic  benefit  derived  from  additional 
jobs  in  the  highway  construction  indus¬ 
try  and  in  other  industries  associated 
with  this  activity.  This  is  a  bill  for  the 
building  of  roads.  The  funds  author¬ 
ized  in  this  bill  are  a  sound  investment  in 
the  future  of  America- — an  investment 
which  will  pay  ever-increasing  dividends 
in  the  years  ahead. 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Gore’s 
speech : 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  If  the  Senator  will  bear 
with  me  for  3  or  4  minutes,  I  think  I  can 
dispose  of  one  matter  which  is  in  the 
form  of  an  amendment.  I  wish  to  ask 
the  Senator  a  question,  and  I  wish  to 
say  by  way  of  preface  that  it  refers  to 
the  amendment  which  I  have  submitted, 
but  which  I  do  not  not  intend  to  call 
up.  It  is  designated  as  “3-21-58-C.” 
This  amendment  is  somewhat  different 
from  the  bill  which  I  introduced,  and 
upon  which  hearings  were  held  before 
the  Senator’s  committee. 

Mi’.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  have 
more  than  one  amendment  prepared 
for  offering?  > 

Mr.  BUSH.  No.  My  purpose  was  to 
avoid  taking  time  later  to  dispose  of  the 
amendment.  I  think  we  can  do  so  in  a 
few  minutes  without  embarrassment  to 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  with  pleasure. 
The  able  senior  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  was  a  member  of  the  Public  Works 
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Committee  and  the  Public  Roads  Sub¬ 
committee  for  4  years,  I  believe. 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  was  with  great  pleas¬ 
ure  that  I  served  with  him  on  that  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  very  generous  comment.  As  the  man 
on  the  radio  said,  “This  is  Mutual.’’ 

I  have  been  sorry  many  times  that  I 
have  not  remained  on  the  committee. 
Of  course,  I  have  followed  the  delibera¬ 
tions  of  the  committee  much  more  closely 
than  I  would  have  if  I  had  not  been  a 
member  of  it  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  can  assure  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  that  he  may  return  to 
the  committee  at  any  time,  with  only  a 
slight  loss  of  seniority.  I  am  afraid  we 
would  have  to  insist  on  having  him  go¬ 
to  the  foot  of  the  class. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  kind  assurance.  I  should  like  to  say 
that  the  amendment  to  which  I  have 
referred  proposes  to  do  three  things. 

First,  it  declares  it  to  be  the  Federal 
policy  to  reimburse  the  States  for  the  toll 
or  free  roads  which  have  been  taken  into 
the  Interstate  System. 

Secondly,  it  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  provide  reimbursement 
for  highways  built  or  put  under  con¬ 
struction  between  Augpst  2,  1947,  and 
June  30,  1958. 

Thirdly,  it  authorizes  States  to  use 
reimbursed  funds  for  the  construction  of 
highways  connecting  with  the  Interstate 
System  and  enhancing  the  utility  of  the 
Interstate  System,  and,  if  any  funds  re¬ 
main  thereafter,  to  use  the  funds  on  the 
Federal  aid  highway  systems. 

Those  are  the  three  points  which  con¬ 
stitute  the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

The  committee  report,  in  dealing  with 
the  matter,  at  page  10,  states: 

The  committee  held  hearings  on  S.  3429 — 

That  is  the  bill  I  introduced  earlier 
this  month — 

a  bill  which  would  anthorize  reimbursement 
to  the  States  for  certain  free  and  toll  roads 
on  the  Interstate  System  included  in  the 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The 
committee  gave  consideration  to  the  infor¬ 
mation  presented  and  discussed  the  matter 
thoroughly.  The  merits  of  this  proposal 
were  recognized,  but  it  was  felt  that  because 
of  the  policy  matters  involved,  the  high 
costs  of  such  reimbursement,  and  the  ques¬ 
tionable  issues  relative  to  the  financial  pro¬ 
visions,  the  matter  should  be  the  subject  of 
further  study  and  considered  as  separate 
legislation. 

I  should  like  to  advise  the  Senator 
that  this  morning  I  appeared  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to 
testify  on  the  bill.  Also  testifying  was 
the  distinguished  Governor  of  my  State, 
Abraham  A.  Ribicoff.  He  testified  in- 
support  of  the  measure,  which  was  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  House  by  Represent¬ 
ative  Edwin  H.  May,  Jr.,  of  the  First 
District  of  Connecticut. 

In  concluding  his  appearance  before 
the  House  committee,  Governor  Ribi¬ 
coff  said  he  intended  to  raise  the  reim¬ 
bursement  problem  at  the  governors’ 
conference  in  May  in  Florida. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  if  he  will  give  me  the  assurance 
that,  following  the  receipt  of  the  recom¬ 


mendations  from  the  governors’  con¬ 
ference  respecting  the  reimbursement 
issue,  he  will  hold  hearings  on  my  bill 
and  on  any  similar  bills  dealing  with 
reimbursement,  after  the  governors’ 
recommendations  have  been  formulated 
and  are  available  to  his  committee? 

I  ask  it  with  the  understanding  that, 
with  his  favorable  assurance,  I  will  not 
bring  up  the  amendment  today,  but  will 
patiently  await  the  result  of  the  gov¬ 
ernors’  conference,  which  I  believe  will 
throw  considerable  light  on  the  issue. 

Mr.  >  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  wonder  if  the  Senator  will 
yield  to  me  so  that  I  may  make  a  short 
statement.' 

Mr.  GORE.  T  shall  be  glad  to  do  so 
if  it  is  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  would  appreciate  it  if 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  would 
yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  cf  Pennsylvania.  I  am 
fully  in  agreement  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Connecticut  that 
the  amendment  probably  should  not  be 
submitted  to  the  pending  measure.  The 
purpose  of  the  pending  measure  is  to 
create  -jobs  for  the  unemployed  of  our 
country.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  have 
an  obligation  to  the  States  which  have 
built  toll  roads  and  free  roads  which 
come  under  the  specifications  of  the 
Interstate  System.  I  hope  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee  will 
agree  to  hold  hearings  shortly  after  the 
governors’  conference,  after  we  hear 
what  the  sentiment  may  be  of  the  gov¬ 
ernors  at  their  session. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  will  include  in  his  hypothesis  a 
presentation  to  the  subcommittee  of  the 
recomendation  of  the  administration,  as 
well  as  of  the  governors’  conference, 
I  can  unhesitatingly  and  gladly  give  him 
an  affirmative  answer. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  shall  certainly  use  my 
best  efforts  to  obtain  an  expression  from 
the  administration.  I  believe  persons  in 
the  administration  should  be  called  as 
witnesses  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  hope  the  Senator  re¬ 
alizes  that  I  am  not  attempting  in  any 
way  to  be  partisan  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Certainly. 

Mr.  GORE.  Last  year  the  committee 
requested  the  Department  of  Commerce 
to  make  a  study  and  to  report  on  the 
problem  referred  to  by  the  Senator.  The 
Department  of  Commerce  made  a  study 
and  a  report,  but  it  stuck  so  strictly  to 
the  language  of  the  request  that  it  sub¬ 
mitted  no  recommendation. 

As  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
have  requested  Secretary  Weeks  to  sub¬ 
mit  for  the  consideration  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  recommendation  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  on  the  question.  Of  course,  the 
committee  can,  if  the  two  distinguished 
Senators  request,  hold  hearings  without 
a  recommendation  from  the  administra¬ 
tion.  However,  since  we  try  in  all  phases 
of  highway  legislation  to  have  a  coopera¬ 
tive  relationship  between  the  legislative 
branch  and  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  it  would  appear  advisable 
that  we  have  a  recommendation  from 
the  administration  also. 


Mr.  BUSH.  I  shall  certainly  forth¬ 
with  tell  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
which  I  presume  would  speak  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  on  this  issue,  that  it  seems 
most  likely  that  a  hearing  will  be  held 
on  the  reimbursement  issue  sometime 
after  the  governors’  conference  in  May, 
and  I  certainly  hope  it  will  be  prepared 
to  testify  at  that  time  and  set  forth  the 
views  of  the  administration  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  With  that  assurance,  can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  give  me  his  assur¬ 
ance  that  hearings  will  be  held  and  that 
the  Department  of  Commerce  will  be 
heard? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  can  say  in  all  candor 
to  the  able  Senator  from  Connecticut 
that  in  our  discussion  in  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  there  was  general  recognition  of 
the  equities  involved,  and  the  report  so 
states.  Since  the  request  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  joined  in 
by  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
committee,  who  served  with  distinction 
as  chairman  of  the  committee,  I  will  say 
that  hearings  will  be  held  whether  the 
administration  submits  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  or  not. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Nothing  could  be  fairer 
than  that.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
chairman,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
for  his  assurance  in  that  connection.  I 
greatly  appreciate  his  permitting  me  to 
ask  questions  of  him  at  this  time. 

If  the  Senator  has  no  objection,  I 
should  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
the  text  of  the  amendment  I  have  sub¬ 
mitted  and  which  I  had  intended  to  pro¬ 
pose,  as  well  as  the  text  of  the  statement 
I  made  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  statement  were  ordered  do  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  24,  between  lines  10  and  11,  insert 
the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  13.  Reimbursement  to  States  for  free  or 
toll  roads  on  Interstate  System. 

“(a)  It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  equitably  reimburse  a  State 
for  free  or  toll  highways  on  the  Interstate 
System  within  its  boundaries,  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  which  has  been  completed  or  part- 
tially  completed  subsequent  to  August  2, 
1947,  or  which  was  either  in  actual  con¬ 
struction,  or  under  construction  by  contract, 
for  completion,  awarded  not  later  than  June 
30,  1968,  if  such  highway  or  partially  com¬ 
pleted  section  thereof  meets  the  standards 
required  for  the  Interstate  System. 

“(b)  If  an  existing  free  or  toll  highway 
or  partially  completed  section  of  highway 
which  is  located  upon  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  and  included  in  the  report  submitted 
to  Congress  under  section  1 14  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374) 
(H.  Doc.  No.  301,  85th  Cong.),  is  believed 
to  measure  up  to  the  standards  of  con¬ 
struction  adopted  under  section  108  (i) 

of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  a 
State  may  request  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  that  it  receive  reimbursement  for 
such  highway,  and  the  State  shall  be  en¬ 
titled  to  receive  such  reimbursement  subject 
to  the  conditions  of  this  section.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  first  determine 
whether  or  not  the  highway,  or  partially 
completed  section  of  highway,  meets  such 
standards.  If  he  approves  the  same,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  determine,  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
issued  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this 
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section,  the  amount  of  reimbursement  to 
which  the  State  is  entitled  based  on  the  cost 
of  such  highway,  less  depreciation  and  the 
total  amount  of  any  Federal  funds  used  in 
the  construction  of  such  highway.  In  each 
such  determination  for  a  toll  highway,  the 
Secretary  shall  also  exclude  from  the  cost  of 
the  highway  the  cost  of  financing  thereof 
and  the  cost  of  any  toll  plazas,  toll-collection 
facilities,  and  any  other  facilities  not  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  definition  of  the  term 
‘highway’  under  Federal-aid  highway  legis¬ 
lation. 

“(c)  Any  State  entitled  to  reimbursement 
under  this  section,  whether  for  a  toll  or  free 
highway  or  a  partially  completed  section  of 
highway,  shall  use  the  funds  so  reimbursed, 
first,  for  construction  of  projects  on  high¬ 
ways  which  connect  with  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  and  enhance  the  utility  of  such  system; 
and  then,  if  there  be  any  funds  remaining 
after  completion  of  such  projects,  on  any 
Federal-aid  system,  subject  to  the  condition 
that  all  Federal-aid  highway  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  a  State  under  Federal-aid  highway 
legislation  for  the  current  fiscal  year  have 
been  expended  within  the  meaning  of  said 
legislation.  Whenever  a  State  constructs 
such  projects  with  funds  received  as  a  result 
of  a  reimbursement  under  this  section,  all 
procedures  and  steps  shall  be  taken  in  the 
same  manner  as  though  such  funds  had  been 
apportioned  under  Federal-aid  highway  leg¬ 
islation:  Provided,  That  State  matching 
funds  shall  not  be  required:  And  provided 
further.  That  the  funds  received  as  a  result 
of  a  reimbursement  under  this  section  shall 
constitute  the  total  Federal  share  of  any 
project  upon  which  such  funds  are  expended. 
The  State  shall  obligate  the  amount  to  which 
it  is  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  under  this 
section  prior  to  July  1,  1972,  and  any  portion 
of  such  amount  not  so  obligated  shall  lapse. 
No  State  shall  be  permitted  to  obligate  in 
any  one  fiscal  year  more  than  10  percent  of 
the  amount  to  which  it  is  entitled  to  be 
reimbursed  under  this  section. 

“(d)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  es¬ 
tablish  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section.” 

On  page  24,  line  11,  strike  out  “13”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “14.” 

On  page  24,  line  20,  strike  out  "14”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “15.” 


Statement  by  Senator  Bush  Urging  Reim¬ 
bursement  to  the  States  for  Certain  Free 
or  Toll  Roads  on  the  Interstate  System 
Before  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  Tuesday,  March  25,  1958 
Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  am  grateful  for  your  invitation 
to  appear  today  to  urge  that  you  provide 
for  fair  and  equitable  reimbursement  to 
States  which  have  constructed  sections  of 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways  to  the  required  standards 
with  either  State  or  toll  financing. 

I  recall  with  pleasure  working  with  the 
chairman  and  other  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  when  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  was  under  consideration  in  the  84th 
Congress. 

At  that  time  we  fought  shoulder  to  shoul¬ 
der  for  two  principles: 

1.  That  apportionment  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  90-percent  share  of  the  expense 
of  completing  the  Interstate  System  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  construction  costs  instead 
of  by  a  completely  unrealistic  formula;  and 

2.  That  States  which,  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  the  1956  act,  had  built  or  were  build¬ 
ing  highways  to  the  required  standards  for 
the  Interstate  System  be  equitably  reim¬ 
bursed. 

We  were  successful  in  our  fight  for  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  principle  of  distribution  of 
Federal  funds  on  a  costs  basis.  Under  the 
1956  act,  each  State  will  receive  from  the 
Federal  Government  90  percent  of  the  costs 


of  completing  that  portion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  which  lies  within  its  borders — 
no  more  and  no  less.  This  completely  fair 
system  of  apportioning  Federal  funds  is  far 
superior  to  the  old  formula.  Under  that 
formula,  the  sparsely  populated  States  in 
which  construction  costs  are  low  would  have 
received  inequitable  windfalls  and  the 
thickly  populated  States  would  have  received 
insufficient  funds  to  complete  the  highways 
within  the  planned  construction  period,  and 
we  never  would  have  had  a  balanced  Inter¬ 
state  System. 

The  Congress  postponed  a  decision  on  the 
second  principle  for  which  we  fought; 
namely,  equitable  reimbursement.  The  1956 
act  merely  contains  a  declaration  that  it 
was  Congress’  intent  to  determine  whether 
or  not  reimbursement  should  be  made  to 
the  States  for  highways,  toll  or  free,  which 
have  been  completed  or  put  under  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  Interstate  System  between  Au¬ 
gust  2,  1947,  and  June  30,  1957. 

It  is  now  time  for  Congress  to  piake  that 
determination,  and  I  am  delighted  that  the 
chairman  has  called  this  hearing  to  focus 
attention  upon  the  need. 

Fairness  and  Justice  require  that  reim¬ 
bursement  be  granted.  Congress  has  a 
moral  obligation  to  treat  fairly  those  States 
which  had  the  vision  and  courage  to  proceed 
to  finance  by  their  own  methods  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  urgently  needed  highways 
prior  to  enactment  of  the  1956  act.  Unless 
we  enact  legislation  for  reimbursement  in 
the  present  session,  severe  penalties  will  be 
imposed  against  the  very  States  which  have 
made  the  most  progress  in  modernizing  the 
Interstate  System  within  their  borders. 

This  committee  is  considering  today  many 
bills  intended  to  meet  the  reimbursement 
problem.  While  I  have  not  had  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  give  detailed  study  to  all  these 
bills,  they  appear  to  fall  into  three  groups: 

1.  H.  R.  10422,  introduced  by  Chairman 
Buckley,  and  companion  bills  sponsored  by 
other  members  of  this  committee  and  of 
the  House.  These  measures  would  limit  re¬ 
imbursement  to  toll  highways  (including 
bridges  and  tunnels),  and  would  provide 
reimbursement  by  giving  a  State  additional 
mileage  on  the  Interstate  System  equivalent 
to  the  toll  mileage  it  had  contributed  to 
that  system. 

2.  H.  R.  10921,  introduced  by  Representa¬ 
tive  Scherer,  of  Ohio.  This  bill  also  would 
limit  reimbursement  to  toll  highways  and 
would  provide  reimbursement  by  permitting 
a  State  to  designate  certain  highways  on 
its  Federal-aid  primary  system  equivalent  in 
mileage  to  the  toll  mileage  it  had  contrib¬ 
uted  to  the  Interstate  System.  Highways  so 
designated  would  be  eligible  for  a  90  percent 
Federal  contribution  instead  of  the  usual 
50  percent  on  the  primary  system. 

3.  H.  R.  11365,  introduced  by  Representa¬ 
tive  May,  of  Connecticut,  which  is  a  com¬ 
panion  bill  to  S.  3429,  which  I  introduced 
and  which  is  cosponsored  by  Senators  Pur- 
tell,  of  Connecticut,  and  Ives,  of  New  York. 

All  these  approaches  to  solution  of  the 
reimbursement  problem  have  merit.  How¬ 
ever,  I  would  like  to  confine  myself  today 
to  discussion  of  H.  R.  11365,  and  its  com¬ 
panion  in  the  Senate,  S.  3429,  and  to  certain 
modifications  I  have  proposed  since  the  bills 
were  introduced. 

In  general,  our  bills  are  intended  to  carry 
out  the  major  recommendations  regarding 
reimbursement  of  the  President’s  Advisory 
Committee  on  a  National  Highway  Program, 
headed  by  Gen.  Lucius  D.  Clay.  The  Clay 
Committee  recognized  that  unless  reimburse¬ 
ment  were  provided,  the  fact  that  a  radi¬ 
cally  new  highway  program  was  under  con¬ 
sideration  might  lead  States  to  delay  their 
plans  for  modernizing  their  highways  on  the 
Interstate  System.  Accordingly,  the  Clay 
Committee  recommended  reimbursement, 
and  in  the  faith  that  Congress  would  recog¬ 


nize  the  equity  and  justice  of  their  position 
many  States  proceeded  with  construction  of 
their  interstate  highways. 

I  quote  pertinent  sections  of  the  Clay  com¬ 
mittee’s  report: 

“Some  States  have  already  constructed 
sections  of  the  Interstate  System  to  the  re¬ 
quired  standards  with  either  State  or  toll 
financing  and  others  are  proceeding  along 
similar  lines.  Such  construction  should  not 
be  discouraged  by  this  report  since  our  goal 
is  maximum  highway  improvement.  Those 
States  in  which  sections  of  the  Interstate 
System  have  been  provided  to  meet  the  pres¬ 
ently  established  standards  for  the  com¬ 
pleted  system  should  receive  appropriate 
credit,  provided  such  funds  are  used  to  im¬ 
prove  other  roads  on  established  Federal-aid 
systems  or  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  all  other  Federal  funds 
for  high way'purposes  have  been  matched  as 
required.  *  *  * 

“The  funds  thus  made  available  to  the 
States  will  not  only  encourage  matching  of 
available  funds  but  will  also  make  possible 
accelerated  improvement  of  primary,  second¬ 
ary  and  other  roads,  and  will  encourage  local 
financing  of  interstate  mileage  to  make  funds 
available  for  other  roads  without  increasing 
total  Federal  responsibility.  They  will  be 
paid  to  the  States  only  as  required  to  meet 
the  costs  of  projects  approved  for  construc¬ 
tion  and,  it  thus  appears  would  provide  a 
major  incentive  to  the  highway-improvement 
program  as  a  whole.” 

Under  the  terms  of  our  bills,  all  48  States 
would  benefit,  for  all,  to  greater  or  lesser 
degree,  have  constructed  or  have  under  con¬ 
struction  free  or  toll  interstate  highways 
which  would  create  eligibility  for  reimburse¬ 
ment.  Twenty-six  States,  or  more  than  half, 
have  toll  facilities  on  the  Interstate  System, 
while  the  remainder  have  constructed  free 
highways  only. 

Our  bills  would  declare  it  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  equi¬ 
table  reimbursement  to  the  States  for  ac¬ 
ceptable  highways,  toll  or  free,  incorporated 
into  the  Interstate  System. 

They  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  provide  reimbursement,  upon 
request  of  a  State,  if  he  determines  that  such 
highways  meet  interstate  standards.  The 
amount  of  reimbursement  would  be  limited 
to  the  cost  of  the  highway,  less  depreciation 
and  less  the  total  amount  of  Federal  funds 
used  in  its  construction.  In  the  case  of  toll 
highways,  the  reimbursement  would  be  fur¬ 
ther  reduced  by  deductions  for  the  cost  of 
all  auxiliary  facilities  needed  for  toll  opera¬ 
tion. 

As  introduced,  the  bills  provided  that 
States  so  reimbursed  could  use  the  funds 
for  construction  of  projects  on  any  Federal- 
aid  system  within  their  borders  without  a 
requirement  of  State  matching  funds.  I 
have  proposed  a  modification  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  give  priority  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  projects  on  highways  which  con¬ 
nect  with  the  Interstate  System  and  enhance 
its  utility. 

I  know  that  this  committee  is  concerned 
with  the  cost  of  reimbursement,  which  has 
been  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  at  approximately  $4.2  billion,  about 
equally  divided  between  toll  and  free  high¬ 
ways.  In  our  bills  as  introduced,  it  was  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  reimbursed  funds  must  be 
expended  within  5  years.  Upon  reflection, 
I  have  decided  that  5  years  is  too  limited  a 
period  in  which  to  expect  the  expenditure 
of  so  large  an  addition  to  the  normal  flow 
of  Federal  highway  funds.  Accordingly.  I 
am  modifying  my  bill  to  give  a  State  until 
July  1,  1972,  to  obligate  the  reimbursed 
funds  to  its  credit,  with  a  proviso  that  no 
more  than  10  percent  of  the  total  credit  may 
be  obligated  in  any  1  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  I  should  like 
to  state  for  the  record  that  I  have  serious 
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reservations  about  the  wisdom  of  hasty  ac¬ 
tion  on  so  large  an  addition  to  the  Federal 
highway  program  as  is  proposed  in  S.  3414, 
the  so-called  Gore  bill  now  before  the 
Senate. 

I  agree  that  acceleration  of  some  public 
works  programs  can  assist  in  relieving  the 
unemployment  problem  with  which  we  are 
all  concerned  at  the  present  time,  but  I 
would  prefer  that  priority  be  given  to  school 
construction  which  1  regard  as  a  far  more 
urgent  national  need  than  making  bigger 
an  already  enormous  highway  program.  I 
regret  that  the  President’s  classroom  con¬ 
struction  bill  was  defeated  during  the  last 
session.  However,  that  bill  is  still  alive  in 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  and  I  hope  that  the  Democratic 
leadership  will  see  fit  to  have  it  brought  to 
the  floor.  In  my  Judgment,  Federal  funds 
spent  on  schools  would  have  more  effect  in 
creating  jobs  and  would  serve  a  greater  na¬ 
tional  interest  than  adding  new  Federal  dol¬ 
lars  to  the  highway  program.  At  this  criti¬ 
cal  time,  we  should  be  spending  at  least  as 
much  money  for  character  building  as  for 
road  building. 

Despite  my  reservations,  I  recognize  that 
this  Congress  will  soon  act  on  highway  leg¬ 
islation  and  it  is  my  conviction  that  any 
legislation  to  be  enacted  must,  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  justice  and  equity,  treat  fairly 
those  States  whose  vision  and  courage  have 
contributed  so  much  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem.  I  therefore  urge  you  strongly  to  in¬ 
clude  the  principle  of  reimbursement  in  any 
bill  affecting  the  Interstate  System  which 
you  may  report  to  the  House. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  yield,  with  the  understanding 
that  my  remarks  will  appear  at  the  close 
of  his  remarks? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
thank  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee  for  his  answer  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Connecticut.  I 
think  this  is  a  very  important  matter, 
and  we  ought  to  commend  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  for  bringing  it  to  our 
attention  at  this  time.  I  also  express 
my  appreciation  of  the  fact  that  he  does 
not  push  his  proposal  as  an  amendment 
to  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  BUSH.  If  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  will  permit  me  to  do  so,  I  thank 
my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania.  I  ob¬ 
serve,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Senate,  that 
the  House  committee  is  Very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  this  issue,  as  can  be  under¬ 
stood  by  the  questions  which  were  asked. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  chairman  of  the  full 
committee  has  likewise  introduced  a  bill 
on  the  subject. 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  is  encouraging,  in¬ 
deed;  I  had  not  caught  up  with  that. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  refer  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Oh;  I  misunderstood.  I 
thought  the  Senator  meant  our  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
(Mr.  Chavez].  Yes,  Representative 
Buckley  has,  indeed,  introduced  a  bill. 
Hearings  were  held  today  on  his  bill. 
Representative  Scherer’s  bill,  which  is 
a  similar  bill,  and  a  companion  measure 
to  my  bill,  which  was  introduced  in  the 
House  by  Representative  May,  of  Con¬ 
necticut. 


I  think  there  is  great  interest  in  the 
whole  principle  of  reimbursement.  The 
problem  now  is  to  determine  the  light 
formula  and  also  the  right  time  to  un¬ 
dertake  reimbursement. 

Mr.  GORE.  Not  only  those  things, 
but  also  the  amount  of  reimbursement 
which  would,  in  all  circumstances,  be 
equitable,  the  manner  of  reimbursement, 
and  whether  the  highways  for  which  re¬ 
imbursement  is  provided — if  it  is  pro¬ 
vided — shall  be  free  highways  or  shall 
continue  to  be  toll  facilities. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Those  are  all  very  perti¬ 
nent  questions. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  make  a  few  brief  comments  at  this 
time  about  section  2  of  S.  3414,/the  pend¬ 
ing  highway  bill.  This  is  the  section 
which  provides  an  extra  $400  million  on 
an  immediate  basis  to  speed  work  and 
employment  on  the  so-called  ABC  roads, 
the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  systems. 

During  the  executive  sessions  of  the 
Roads  Subcommittee,  it  was  my  privi¬ 
lege  to  suggest  a  special  authorization 
for  the  ABC  roads  on  a  reduced  match¬ 
ing  basis  to  stimulate  immediate  con¬ 
tracting  and  construction  and  to  boost 
employment.  While  my  original  sug¬ 
gestion  called  for  $500  million  on  a  75-25 
matching  basis,  I  believe  the  committee 
recommendation  in  section  2  of  $400  mil¬ 
lion,  with  a  70-30  matching  formula,  is 
a  constructive  and  effective  proposal.  It 
has  my  support. 

When  it  comes  to  creating  employment 
and  combating  the  recession,  the  special 
$400  million  authorization  for  the  reg¬ 
ular  Federal-aid  system  in  section  2  is 
the  most  important  part  of  this  bill. 

It  has  a  number  of  key  advantages 
over  a  similar  increase  in  interstate 
funds : 

First.  It  can  be  put  under  contract  and 
actual  construction  more  swiftly.  This 
is  because  primary  and  secondary  roads 
require  less  engineering,  less  planning, 
less  time-consuming  preparation  in  ini¬ 
tial  stages  than  the  Interstate  System. 
Furthermore,  States  have  been  planning 
the  work  on  their  primary  and  secondary 
highways  since  1916;  on  the  new  Inter¬ 
state  System  only  since  1956. 

Second.  More  of  the  funds  can  be 
spent  on  job-producing  aspects  of  high¬ 
way  construction.  Large  portions  of 
funds  for  the  Interstate  System  must 
necessarily  be  spent  on  acquiring  rights- 
of-way  for  the  new  highways,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  sums  for  planning  and  engineer¬ 
ing.  Most  of  the  improvements  in  the 
primary  and  secondary  systems  follow 
existing  rights-of-way,  so  that  funds  for 
these  systems  do  not  have  to  be  initially 
expended  for  land  condemnation,  which 
is  more  likely  to  produce  dislocation, 
and  hardship  than  jobs.  Appropriations 
for  the  ABC  roads  can  go  more  directly 
into  work  which  creates  employment  at 
the  highway  site  as  well  as  back  at  the 
cement  plants  and  the  steel  mills. 

Third.  The  funds  provided  for  the  ABC 
system  can  be  used  in  any  section  of  a 
State,  because  there  are  primary  and 
secondary  Federal-aid  routes  in  all  sec¬ 
tions  of  every  State.  The  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  mileage,  in  contrast,  is  limited  and 


may  involve  only  a  single  area  of  a  State. 
New  Hampshire  for  example,  has  10 
times  as  much  mileage  on  the  primary 
and  secondary  systems  as  on  the  inter¬ 
state.  Funds  for  these  ABC  roads  would 
be  available  to  States  for  work  in  the 
areas  that  needed  it  most.  Contracts 
could  be  let  by  the  States  in  these  areas 
where  unemployment  is  most  severe,  in¬ 
stead  of  being  confined  to  the  few  loca¬ 
tions  along  the  Interstate  Systems. 

Fourth.  The  committee  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  a  Federal  advance  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  State  matching  share  will 
enable  the  States  to  proceed  with  this 
program  at  once,  without  jeopardizing 
the  rest  of  its  highway  program. 

Fifth.  Furthermore,  by  imposing 
rather  strict  time  limits  on  the  money, 
the  committee  tried  to  insure  that  States 
would  move  fast  to  get  work  started  with 
the  extra  apportionment.  In  suggesting 
a  special  ABC  authorization  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  proposed  even  earlier  dates  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  action  to  combat  the 
recession  must  be  swiftly  taken.  Con¬ 
tracts  let  next  year  may  provide  jobs 
next  year  but  will  not  do  a  thing  for 
the  man  out  of  work  now. 

As  recommended  by  the  committee, 
section  2  requires  that  contracts  be  let 
by  December  1,  1958,  and  work  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  December  1,  1959,  the  end  of 
the  construction  season  next  year.  The 
purpose  of  this  limitation  frankly,  is 
to  require  the  States  and  their  con¬ 
tractors  to  move  swiftly  so  that  addi¬ 
tional  employment  will  be  created  at  the 
earliest  possible  date.  This  legislation 
is  a  proper  and  an  effective  place  to  cre¬ 
ate  additional  employment  because  safer 
better  highways  are  one  of  the  best  in¬ 
vestments  we  can  possible  make  as  a 
nation. 

The  language  recommended  by  the 
committee  is  the  most  effective  we  could 
devise  to  insure  that  the  funds  are  put  to 
work  this  year  on  actual  highway  con¬ 
struction  and  that  they  will  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  regular  highway  construction 
programs  in  each  State. 

There  may  be  some  concern  because 
this  section  breaches  the  traditional  50- 
50  matching  ratio.  That  fact  cannot  be 
denied,  but  it  can  be  explained  and,  in 
my  opinion,  fully  justified. 

Special  provision  must  be  made  to  as¬ 
sist  States  in  matching  this  special  au¬ 
thorization,  if  any  work  is  to  get  started 
immediately.  In  virtually  every  State, 
the  financing  programs  for  highway 
construction  for  this  year  have  been 
completed  and  approved.  State  legisla¬ 
tures  have  adjourned  for  the  year,  and 
for  2  years  in  many  cases.  Unless  some 
special  provision  is  made,  no  fast  in¬ 
crease  in  the  rate  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion  would  be  possible. 

After  careful  consideration,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  approved  a  70-30  Federal- 
State  matching  ratio,  with  additional 
authority  to  advance  the  States  two- 
thirds  of  their  share  of  the  matching 
funds. 

The  bill  makes  these  funds  available 
only  for  a  very  limited  time.  To  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent,  it  is  self-enforcing. 
Funds  advanced  to  the  States  to  aid  in 
matching  will  be  recaptured  out  of  reg- 
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ular  Federal-aid  apportionments  in  fiscal 
years  1961  and  1962.  The  Federal-aid 
highway  apportionments  for  fiscal  year 
1961  are  provided  in  this  bill  and  half  of 
the  funds  advanced  to  States  this  year 
will  automatically  be  recaptured  from 
the  1961  apportionments  unless  Congress 
takes  affirmative  action  to  wipe  out  the 
debt. 

I  personally  feel  it  is  wiser  to  increase 
the  Federal  share,  than  to  insist  on  a 
50-50  matching  ratio  and  advance  large 
sums  to  the  States, which  almost  cer¬ 
tainly  would  never  be  repaid  in  the 
future.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
advances  were  made  to  the  States  some 


ated  by  the  United  States — no  -matter 
how  good  its  intentions  or  how  great  its 
military  or  economic  commitments. 
There  are  clearly  certain  fixed  and  harsh 
facts  in  the  world  power  balance  which 
the  Western  alliance  can  influence  only 
slowly  or  slightly — and  then  only  after 
j  hard  work,  patience,  and  sacrifice.  But 
if  there  are  established  continuities  and 
commitments,  which  we  must  constantly 
invigorate  through  our  alliances  in  this 
hemisphere  and  Europe,  there  are  also 
new  perils  and  new  chances  which  are 
|  altering  the  pattern  of  world  events  and 
world  power.  There  are — especially  in 
the  underdeveloped  world — new  dimen- 


years  ago  and  later  forgiven,  resulting  I  sions  in  the  challenge  which  we  face, 
hard  feelings  and  a  discrimination  i  There  remain  opportunities  for  intelli- 


m 

against  those  States  which  had  con¬ 
scientiously  started  repaying  the  money. 

The  committee  recommendation 
avoids  this  future  controversy.  Its  rec¬ 
ommendations  in  section  2  provide  a 
reasonable  and  effective  way  to  stimu¬ 
late  highway  building  and  create  em¬ 
ployment  this  year  when  it  is  needed. 
I  hope  they  will  be  approved. 


THE  CHOICE  IN  ASIA— DEMO¬ 
CRATIC  DEVELOPMENT  IN  INDIA 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  at 
no  time  since  the  war  has  American 
and  Western  policy  been  so  gripped  by 
a  sense  of  paralysis,  by  a  waning  of 
hope,  by  the  loss  of  its  compass  points. 
More  and  more  the  thoughts  of  those 
abroad-^and  of  Americans  themselves — 
have  been  riveted  on  Russia’s  capabili¬ 
ties,  on  Russia’s  educational  system  and 
educational  achievements,  on  Russia’s 
new  diplomatic  and  economic  initiatives, 
on  Russia’s  seemingly  greater  flexibility 
and  power  of  maneuver.  Less  and  less 
have  we  and  our  allies  been  concerned 
with  our  own  capacities,  our  own  posi¬ 
tive  objectives,  and  our  own  ability  to 
reach  new  goals  consonant  with  our  own 
values  and  traditions. 

The  evidence  mounts  daily  of  dissatis¬ 
faction  with  the  rigidity  of  thinking 
and  approach  which  characterizes  not 
alone  the  makers  and  spokesmen  for  our 
foreign  policy  but  also  many  of  its 
critics  in  and  out  of  Congress.  The  blunt 
fact  is  that  the  uneasiness  which  ha; 
stirred  even  our  closest  friends  is 
rected  not  against  a  President  or  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  or  party.  In  very  large 
measure  it  attaches  to  the  whole^tone 
and  thrust  of  our  national  effort  In  for¬ 
eign  policy.  Indeed,  we  haveAome  in¬ 
creasingly  to  doubt  ourselves,  ifo  question 
the  impact  of  a  policy  whoge  substance 
seems  so  very  largely  military,  to  scruti¬ 
nize  actions  whose  origins  very  often 
were  in  reflex  to  Soviet  moves  and 
transitory  crises  rathbr  than  rooted  in 
a  settled  policy  of  oar  own. 

There  is  no  special  merit  in  newness 
or  change  as  sqfui.  Indeed,  there  are 
compelling  reasons  why,  in  the  absence 
of  realistic  alternatives,  the  United 
States  should^  not  change  course  merely 
in  response  to  foreign  or  even  internal 
criticism.  If  critics  cannot  provide  some 
secure  pew  guidelines,  their  pleas  do  not 
deserve  acceptance.  There  are  also, 
unhappily,  situations  in  the  world  which 
cannot  for  the  moment  be  much  allevi- 


ent  and  creative  action. 

As  members  of  the  opposition  we  have 
ecial  obligation  to  maintain  the  crit- 
erment  which  makes  such  new  de¬ 
partures  possible,  which  enlarges  the 
horizons  of  our  public  thinking,  which 
establishes  a  responsible  basis  for  new 
action. 

In  receipt  weeks  there  have  been  a 
-inumber  of  'Democrats  who  have  tried 
conscientiously  to  perform  thfs  func 
tion.  The  distinguished  majority  leader 
[Mr.  JoHNSONlxaas  given  us  a  program 
of  action  in  thertield  of  weapony'and 
missiles  which  measures  up  to  tl^e  peril 
we  face.  The  distinguished  jurpor  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fttlbmght]  has 
set  in  focus  the  relations  between  our 
educational  effort  and  bur  international 
leadership.  The  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota^  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  has  explored  se^rchiiagly  the  pos¬ 
sible  ways  by  which  meaningful  disarma¬ 
ment  negotiations  Anight  be\resumed. 
The  distinguished/senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dotjglas]  has  posed  the  new 
economic  and  Political  equations  hj  our 
international/trade  policy  created  by.  the 
common  m^/fket  and  the  free  trade,  area 
in  Europ^f  The  distinguished  junf 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield 
has  examined  with  care  the  continuing 
crisis  in  north  Africa  and  the  steps  which 
migjat  be  taken  by  the  United  States  to 
hqlp  resolve  it. 

Outside  the  Senate  Mr.  George -Ken¬ 
an  has  performed  an  important  critical 
service  by  loosening  up  the  terms  of  dis¬ 
cussion  about  our  western  and  central 
European  policies  and  by  closely  analyz¬ 
ing  the  military  assumptions  upon  which 
so  much  of  our  international  policy  is 
predicated.  There  are  few  of  us  who 
would  agree  with  all,  and  some  who 
would  agree  with  only  a  little,  of  the 
analysis  and  prescription  which  his  lec¬ 
tures  contained.  But  I  feel,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  we  are  better  off  for  being  able 
to  test  our  assumptions  against  a  care¬ 
fully  formulated  set  of  alternatives.  It 
has  been  of  more  than  incidental  value 
for  the  world  to  know  that  there  is  a 
wider  constellation  of  thought  within  our 
own  society  and  that  we  are  wrestling 
with  many  of  the  same  issues  which  agi¬ 
tate  thinking  in  Europe,  Asia,  and  Africa. 

Our  sense  of  drift,  our  gnawing  dissat¬ 
isfaction,  our  seemingly  hopeless  pre¬ 
dicament  in  reaching  but  the  fringes  of  a 
great  crisis  is  nowhere  more  evident  than 
in  our  search  for  policies  adopted  effec¬ 
tively  and  concretely  to  the  new  and  gen¬ 


erally  uncommitted  nations  which  rur 
from  Casablanca  to  the  Celebes.  Ove 
the  past  few  years  we  have  begun  to 
preciate  that  the  tested  formulas  we  have 
applied  to  events  in  western  Europe  and 
NATO  have  only  limited  application  to 
the  broad  medley  of  changes  occurring  in 
the  uncommitted  world.  Though  we 
have  learned  that  we  must  cotne  to  terms 
with  the  new-  nationalises,  we  have 
tended  to  interpret  their/ meanings  too 
much  against  the  backdrop  of  our  own 
historic  experience  on Jfenis  continent  and 
in  Europe. 

Easy  as  it  is  to  proclaim  a  position  of 
anticolonialism  aAd  self-determination, 
many  sympathetic  observers  in  the  West 
have  not  fully/realized  that  some  of  the 
new  states  h#ve  set  their  courses  in  an 
environment  empty  of  positive  demo¬ 
cratic  or  liberal  aim;  that  their  attain¬ 
ment  of/political  independence  was  but 
a  prolqg*  to  the  harsh  realties  of  political 
and  economic  growth.  \ 

have  certainly  begun  to  learn  that 
a  /purely  military  response  to  the  tides 
the  Middle  East  and  Asia  is  an  illu¬ 
sory  breakwater.  For  military  pacts 
and  arms  shipments,  though  sometimes 
a  necessary  instrument  of  national  pol¬ 
icy,  are  themselves  nCw  divisive  forces 
in  those  areas  shot  through  with  na¬ 
tional  and  regional  rivalries  and  often 
lacking  historic  boundaries  and  alle¬ 
giances.  We  are  beginning' to  see,  too, 
the  special  attraction  and  emotional  ap¬ 
peal  which  the  Soviet  Union  has  in  the 
fluid  pattern  of  events  in  the  uncom¬ 
mitted  world,  to  peoples  full  of  social 
resentment  and  impatient  for  rapid  so¬ 
cial  betterment  and  economic  progress. 
Communism  to  them  is  the  alternative, 
with  the  glamour  of  novelty,  of  break¬ 
ing  fresh  ground,  of  seeming  to  offer  a 
disciplined,  coherent  and  irresistible  an¬ 
swer  to  the  overwhelming  problems  of 
economic  mobilization  and  take  off.  In¬ 
deed,  it  has  been  one  of  Marxism’s  cruel- 
est  ironies — not  lost  upon  the  Russians 
themselves — that  it  has  gained  special 
orce  not  in  advanced  industrial  so¬ 
rties,  but  in  those  confused,  transitional 
regions  which  have  not  yet  created  effec¬ 
tive  modern  economic  or  political  sys¬ 
tems 

TheViutlook  in  many  countries  is  not 
hopefuK  Some  of  these  countries  pro¬ 
vide  barren  soil  for  any  real  economic 
progress  hqw  to  take  root — they  cannot 
productively  absorb  investment  capital, 
they  do  not\possess  the  skills  or  plans 
of  social  outlapk  which  derive  genuine 
benefit  from  economic  assistance,  their 
rapid  gains  in  population  outpace  any 
attempted  increase  in  living  standards. 
There  are,  of  course,  exceptions — coun¬ 
tries  such  as  Tunism,  Ghana,  Pakistan 
with  whom  we  hope  W>  have  beneficial 
economic  relationship^.  And  we  dare 
not  give  any  up  as  lost. 

THE  CASE  OF  INI) 

But  one  country  in  particular — India — 
has  successfully  pointed  the  \ay  to  pro¬ 
gressive  economic  development;  it  has 
achieved  a  steady  rate  of  growth,,  estab¬ 
lished  the  firm  beginning  of  an  economic 
base,  maintained  an  economy  in  Vhich 
the  private  sector  plays  a  large  anchex- 
panding  role,  and  avoided  an  excess,  of 
governmental  regimentation  and  coV- 
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mum  M  $500  million  in  additional  loans 
will  be  'needed  from  the  United  States 
before  May  1961,  if  India’s  economic 
program  is\to  have  assurance  of  success. 

It  is  in  this  background  that  I  shall 
speak  of  India’s  foreign-exchange  prob¬ 
lem.  For  brevity,  I  shall  quote  from  an 
article  which  I  wrote  for  the  New  York 
Times  Sunday  magazine,  and  which  was 
published  in  the  issue  of  March  16,  1958. 

For  its  second  5-year  Rian  the  Indian  Gov¬ 
ernment  foresaw  a  nee^k  for  $2,200,000,000 
with  which  to  buy  capital  goods  abroad. 
Since  1956,  however,  crop  fanures,  the  closing 
of  Suez,  and  additional  purchases  of  western 
military  equipment  (which  IgcUa  felt  im¬ 
perative  as  a  result  of  our  extensive  military 
aid  to  Pakistan)  have  increased  I^reign  ex¬ 
change  needs  to  $3,400,000,000. 

India  reduced  this  gap  to  $2.2  billion  by 
drawing  $1  billion  from  its  sterling  reserves 
and  $200  million  from  the  International 
Monetary  Fund.  Loans  from  the  World  B^nk 
and  other  sources,  including  Russia,  will 
duce  the  gap  to  $1.4  billion.  It  is  to  helj! 
make  up  this  amount  that  the  United  States' 
is  asked  to  provide  additional  loans  and 
capital  goods. 

If  the  United  States  intends  to  do  its 
full  part  to  see  India  through,  it  is  of  the 
utmost  importance  that  we  give  India 
assurance  now  that  loans  will  be  avail¬ 
able.  That  is  one  purpose  of  our  reso¬ 
lution. 

Our  constitutional  system  makes  it 
difficult  to  give  such  assurance.  But 
there  are  steps  which  can  be  taken  to 
give  evidence  of  our  purpose. 

First,  an  additional  allocation  of  $75 
million  from  the  Economic  Development 
Fund  could  be  made  by  July  1.  Second, 
payment  of  the  balance  of  a  $187  million 
wheat  loan  should  be  charged  to  pay¬ 
ment  in  local  currency,  to  conform  to 
our  present  policy  of  surplus  food  sales 
to  other  countries.  This  would  permit 
India  to  increase  its  credit  at  the  World 
Bank  by  $125  million.  These  two  steps, 
coupled  with  the  recent  $225  million 
loan,  would  provide  India  with  credits 
aggregating  $400  million  during  our  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  July  1,  1959,  and  would, 
I  believe,  meet  her  needs  during  that 
period. 

The  remaining  $300  million  needed  be¬ 
fore  1961  could  be  met  in  part  by  loans 
from  the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the 
Ecenomic  Development  Fund. 

If  loans  from  these  sources  are  ndt 
forthcoming,  it  is  my  judgment  that/fhe 
administration  ought"  to  submit  to /Con¬ 
gress  in  1959  its  request  for  a  direct  loan 
to  India.  If  the  full  case  is  ijfade  for 
aid  to  India,  I  believe  that  the  Congress 
and  the  country  would  see  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  our  mutual  self^terest  that 
such  a  loan  should  be  mz 
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that  we  will  make  whatever  expenditures 
and  sacrifices- that  are  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  our  country.  In  fact,  the  resolution 
which  we  have  introduced  expresses  that 
confidence. 

But  during  this  time  of  internal  eco¬ 
nomic  stress,  we  cannot  lay  aside  the 
issues  of  defense  and  security  and  our 
international  responsibilities.  We  can¬ 
not  cut  them  off  for  a  few  months  be¬ 
cause  we  are  in  a  recession.  They  con¬ 
tinue,  and  we  must  deal  with  them  re¬ 
sponsibly.  As  Secretary  Dulles  said 
yesterday  to  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee,  we  cannot  because  of 
our  problems  at  home  “tear  down”  “the 
very  structure  of  the  free  world,  which 
makes  it  possible  for  us  to  enjoy  in 
peaee  and  freedom  the  material  bless¬ 
ings  we  have.” 

It  is  precisely  because  we  are  in  a 
crisis  of  national  defense,  different  from 
any  our  country  has  known,  that  we 
must  exert  greater  efforts  to  hold  to¬ 
gether  and  sustain  democratic  coun¬ 
tries  throughout  the  world.  For  goal  of 


ing  substantial  economic  aid  to  these 
countries.  Our  State  Department  re* 
cently  reported  that  since  1953,  Soyfet 
bloc  agreements  of  military  and  Eco¬ 
nomic  assistance  in  Asia  and  the  Middle 
East  had  totaled  $2  billion.  Russian 
scientists  and  agriculturists  by^lie  hun¬ 
dreds  have  been  sent  to  these/breas,  and 
hundreds  of  leaders  in  the/Asian-Afro 
industrial  revolution  have  Joeen  brought 
to  the  Soviet  Union  for  training. 

It  is  all  right  that  Russia  should  help 
bear  the  economic  burden  of  these  coun¬ 
tries.  It  has  waited  a  long  time  to  do  so. 
But  the  Asian  countries  should  never 
forget  that,  folloyfng  World  War  I,  the 
Soviet  Union  poffred  its  scorn  and  abuse 
on  their  dem^ifratic  governments.  So¬ 
viet  aid  is  a  threat  to  us,  only  if  we  with¬ 
draw  our  Eiifd,  or  because  we  may  lose 
by  defauhA-by  timid  half  measures,  by 
pre-occupation  with  the  military  aspects 
of  the  ,ifrorld  crises,  to  the  neglect  of  the 
political  and  economic.  If  we  disasso¬ 
ciate  ourselves  from  the  great  interest 
of,  these  countries — to  advance  econom- 


a  \ree  democratic  world  is  challenged  ^  they  aile  forced  to  rely  on 

also'  by  the  economic  and  political  side  .  e  Soviet  bloc  eventually  we  shall  face 


I  am  well  aware,  as/fny  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  said  a  few 
minutes  ago,  that  %rty  proposal  to  extend 
foreign  aid,  even,  by  loans,  at  a  time  of 
economic  recession,  and  when  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  spend  large  sums  for  the  military 
security  of  tftk  United  States,  will  meet 
strong  opposition  and  critical  inquiry. 
I  agree  wholeheartedly  that  it  is  the  first 
duty  of /bur  country  to  strengthen  its 
economy  and  to  assure  the  security  of 
our  country.  I  have  no  doubt  that  our 
economy  will  resume  its  advance  and 


of  the*  new  Soviet  policies. 

It  isNan  objective  fact,  little  consid¬ 
ered  by  impst  of  us,  that  both  the  United 
States  ana,  Soviet  Russia  are  seeking  to 
alter  the  'balance  of  power  >n  the 
world — our  country  on  the  side  of  de¬ 
mocracy;  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  side 
of  communism\  and  totalitarianism, 
without  resort  toVwar,  but'' by  political 
and  economic  means.  Ijr  the  evolving 
and  changing  competition  between  de¬ 
mocracy  and  totalitarianism,  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  newly  independent  countries, 
such  as  Asia,  thei/  ability  to  advance 
economically  and/to  be  strong  enough  to 
remain  free  is  ari  uncertain  lactor.  The 
outcome  of  this  competition^  in  Asia 
could  determine  the  duration\and  the 
result  of  the  struggle  between',  demo¬ 
cratic  aiyl  totalitarian  forces  in  the 
world.  /  \ 

Theeconomic  challenge  to  the  United 
States  and  democratic  countries  is  bev 
ing./clearly  drawn  in  Asia.  The  compul-\ 
sibn  for  economic  advancement  and 
equality  in  the  world  is  the  primary  fact 
of  political  life  in  Asia.  The  govern¬ 
ments  of  the  new  democratic  countries 
will  not  be  given  the  chance  to  carry 
forward  the  industrial  revolution  at  the 
leisurely  pace  of  a  hundred  years,  as 
was  the  case  in  Europe  and  in  the  United 
States.  If  the  democratic  governments 
of  Asia  fail  to  better  the  living  stand¬ 
ards  of  their  people,  they  will  lose  their 
support;  and,  their  people  will  look  to 
the  example  of  Soviet  Russia  and  Com¬ 
munist  China. 

This,  rather  than  aggression,  is  the 
threat  to  the  growth  of  democracy  in 
Asia. 

Post-Stalinist  Russia  has  shown  itself 
aware  of  the  issue  at  stake  in  India,  and 
in  Asia.  The  new  leaders  of  Russia  are 
aware  of  this,  and  they  have  been  say¬ 
ing  to  Asia,  and  Africa,  and  the  Mid- 
East,  that  they  can  develop  economi¬ 
cally  by  following  the  Soviet  pattern, 
and  by  association  with  the  Soviet  bloc. 
And  despite  the  backwardness  and  needs 
of  their  own  people,  Russia  has  been  giv- 


isolation  from  a  majority  of  the  world’s 
people. 

I  see  no  reason  why  we  cannot  meet 
this  new  economic  and  political  chal¬ 
lenge.  We  were  first  in  the  field,  and 
it  is  the  field  in  which  we  have  an¬ 
nounced  to  the  world  for  a  long  time 
that  we  are  best  fitted. 

Why  should  the  United  States  assist 
India?  I  do  not  derogate  the  necessity 
of  continuing  assistance  and  friendship 
for  our  old  and  true  friend,  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  or  for  Japan,  Pakistan,  and  other 
Asian  friends.  But  the  case  for  India 
is  self-evident.  It  is  the  largest  non- 
Communist  nation  in  Asia.  It  is  the 
most  powerful  country  in  the  south 
Asian,  Middle  East,  and  African  region 
in  terms  of  resources  and  present  eco¬ 
nomic  development.  It  is  engaged  in  a 
great  effort  of  political  and  economic 
development — and  we  must  not  forget — ■ 
by  democratic  means.  It  has  a  demo¬ 
cratic  government,  whose  leaders  com¬ 
mand  the  overwhelming  support  of  the 
eople;  and  it  has  a  first-rate  civil  serv¬ 
ice — probably  the  best  in  Asia.  It  has 
successfully  completed  its  first  5-year 
plafiv  and  has  a  good  chance  of  success 
with  >ffs  second  5 -year  plan,  if  it  re¬ 
ceives  \he  necessary  assistance — assist¬ 
ance  that  can  come  only  from  the  United 
States  or  the  Soviet  Union. 

India  is  strategically  the  center  of  this 
vital  region, Nflanked  by  the  Arab  world 
and  an  unstable  South  Asia.  This  re¬ 
gion  is  confronted  with  the  experiment 
of  Communist  China — to  advance  by 
totalitarian  methods,  with  the  massive 
aid  of  Russia — and  by  India’s  effort  to 
advance  by  democratic  means.  If  India 
should  fail,  there  is  grave  danger  that 
the  peoples  of  Asia  and  Africa  would 
view  it  as  a  failure  of  democratic  insti¬ 
tutions  and  methods.  If  this  happens, 
the  balance  of  power  and  influence  will 
actually  fall  against  the  United  States 
and  other  free  countries,  and  ouk  danger 
would  be  intensified. 

I  am  reminded  that  for  10  years,’ 'now, 
our  country  has  been  upset  and 
dened  by  the  adherence  of  China’s 
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unland  to  communism.  If  the  Chi¬ 
ne^  mainland  were  not  Communist  to¬ 
day  /the  balance  of  influence  in  Asia  and 
the  world  would,  without  question,  be 
upon  tme  side  of  the  democracies,  and 
the  prospects  of  freedom  and  security 
would  be  brighter. 

It  is  my  view  that  India  has  a  much 
better  chance  to  achieve  democratic  and 
political  stability  than  China  had,  for 
India  has  had  \  true  political  revolu¬ 
tion,  led  by  men\who  have  the  confi¬ 
dence  and  support  of  the  people,  and  it 
is  working  to  bring  economic  and  social 
justice  to  its  people. 

After  World  War  II,  I  do  not  believe 
we  realized  the  importance  of  economic 
advancement  and  social  justice  in  China, 
as  a  condition  of  maintaining  and  build¬ 
ing  democratic  institutions.  Shall  we 
make  the  same  mistake  in  ouh  under¬ 
standing  of  India’s  problems? 

I  do  not  want  to  pass  over  the  Ameri¬ 
can  criticism  of  India’s  policy  of  npn- 
ulinement  or,  as  it  has  been  termed  ''tjy 
many  in  this  country,  neutralism,  as 
reason  for  opposing  further  aid  to  India. 

India  would  like  us  to  understand  her 
policy  as  a  contribution  to  peace.  In 
part,  it  is  a  policy  of  self-interest,  based 
on  geography — her  proximity  to  the 
Soviet  Union  and  a  2,000  mile  frontier 
with  China.  India  desires  also  to  con¬ 
centrate  her  energies  on  her  economic 
tasks,  without  involvement  in  the  cold 
war.  But  in  the  main,  nonalinement 
arises  from  a  desire  to  be  wholly  inde¬ 
pendent. 

India  should  not  forget  that  the  great 
purposes  we  have  in  common  are  inde¬ 
pendence  and  freedom.  It  is  certain 
that  these  are  not  Soviet  purposes.  Our 
opposition  to  the  march  of  communism 
is  founded  on  our  intense  hatred  of 
force  and  our  determination  to  maintain 
the  independence  of  our  country  and 
strengthen  freedom  in  the  world.  We 
believe  that  the  resolution  of  our  /own 
country  and  others  of  like  mind — to 
whom  the  threat  of  aggression  has  been 
very  real  during  the  past  ten  years — has 
helped  many  newly  independent  coun¬ 
tries  pursue  their  goal  of  peaceful  de¬ 
velopment. 

While  I  have  argued  our  self-intere, 

I  do  not  want  to  neglect  the  afErma^ve 
purposes  which  should  lead  us  t</  aid 
India.  She  has  chosen  democratic  in¬ 
stitutions,  and  is  staking  her  sucfcess  on 
free  and  voluntary  methods,  president 
Prasad,  Prime  Minister  Nehru,  Vice 
President  Radhakrishnan, /and  other 
Indian  leaders  are  unalterably  opposed 
to  the  use  of  force  and  coercion,  and  are 
democratic  by  convictioh  and  sympathy. 
Twice,  they  have  takqfi  their  policies  to 
the  people  in  the  Ingest  free  elections 
in  the  world.  If  India  resists  alinement 
with  our  political  policies,  she  resists 
alinement  also  with  the  Soviet  bloc. 
India’s  influence,  already  great,  will  in¬ 
crease  throughout  Asia  and  Africa,  and 
in  the  world!  A  strong,  democratic  In¬ 
dia  is  in  accord  with  our  national  secur¬ 
ity,  and  is  in  harmony  with  our  goal  of 
soverignC  democratic  nations. 

No  one  can  predict  the  outcome  of  the 
Indiam  struggle  for  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  It  is  true  that  in  India,  there  are 
elements,  as  in  other  Asian  nations. 


which  are  attracted  by  the  seemingly 
successful  methods  employed  by  Russia 
and  Communist  China  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  their  economies.  I  believe  India 
will  strengthen  her  democratic  institu¬ 
tions  and  will  succeed  in  her  efforts  for 
economic  advancement.  I  would  not  like 
it  to  be  recorded  that  the  greatest  dem¬ 
ocratic  country  in  the  world,  the  United 
States,  failed  to  give  adequate  assistance 
to  India  in  her  crucial  effort  for  her  own 
people  and  for  democracy  in  Asia. 

I  have  dealt  chiefly  with  the  self- 
interest  of  the  United  States.  But  I  do 
not  -want  to  overlook  the  deep  human¬ 
itarian  impulses  of  our  people  which 
have  led  us  throughout  our  history  to 
help  peoples  throughout  the  world.  We 
cannot  help  but  know  that  it  is  inequi¬ 
table  if  democratic  countries  will  not 
move  toward  correcting  the  imblance  of 
opportunity  and  living  standards  which 
exist  in  different  areas  of  the  world. 
Humanity  and  justice  dictate  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  United  States,  as  a 
favored  nation,  to  do  its  part  to  correct, 
this  imbalance. 

I  congratulate  the  distinguished  junlbr 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy!  on  the  initiative  he  has  taljren  in 
bringing  these  issues  before  the  .Senate, 
and  in-challenging  public  opinion.  I  am 
glad  to  -t)e  associated  with  hi 

I  should  like  to  say,  also,  /hat  I  know, 
from  personal  experience,  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  Statqs,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  Mr.  Dulles,  have  con¬ 
tinually  shownxtheir  deep  interest  in 
the  problems  of  India  and  Asia,  and  have 
taken  the  initiative  in  supporting  their 
democratic  effort  And  it  has  been  evi¬ 
dent  to  all  that  Mr.  Christian  Herter  and 
Mr.  Douglas  Dillon,  in  their  positions  of 
leadership  iff  the  Department  of  State, 
have  given-strong  and  effective  support 
to  this  aspect  of  our  foreign  policy. 

In  ouf  preoccupation  with  wprld  com¬ 
munism,  we  may  forget  at  times  the 
powerful  drive  for  freedom  and  inde¬ 
pendence  which  has  swept  from  the  Phil¬ 
ippines,  across  Asia,  into  Africa.  Ik  of- 
ers  great  opportunities.  It  also  offers 
some  dangers.  We  believe  that  freedom 


my  remarks  and  those  of  the  Sep 
from  Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  1  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


will  prevail,  but  we  know  that  its  spiriN 
is  not  constantly  and  uniformly  irresist-  * 
ible.  The  great  Justice  Holmes  said: 
“The  irresistible  comes  to  pass  through 
effort.”  We  have  submitted  this  con¬ 
current  resolution  to  suggest  that  the 
United'  States  make  its  greatest  effort 
for  freedom,  and  in  the  hope  that  it 
may  prevail  in  Asia. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 
v  OF  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit,  and  send  to  the  desk,  some  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  wish  to  have  lie  on  the 
table. 

I  ask  that  they  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ken-  . 
nedy  in  the  chair).  The  amendments 
will  be  received,  printed,  and  will  lie  on 
'the  table:  and,  without  objection,  the 
amendments  will  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  amendments  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  Mr.  Cooper  are  as  follows: 

On  page  7,  line  1,  after  the  word  “shall”, 
insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  “except 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  this  act.” 

On  page  7,  line  6,  after  the  word  “shall”, 
Insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  “except 
as  provided  in  section  2  of  this  act.” 

On  page  8,  beginning  with  line  20,  strike 
out  all  over  to  and  including  line  13  on  page 
9,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“Sec.  2.  (a)  Immediate  apportionment  of 
$400  million  of  the  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  authorization  for  1960: 
Immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  act 
$400  million  of  the  sum  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion ’l  of  this  act  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section 
4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838).” 

On  page  9,  lines  14  and  15,  strike  out 
“authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  section  2 
(a)  herein”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “re¬ 
quired  to  be  apportioned  by  section  2  (a) .” 

On  page  11,  beginning  with  line  21,  strike 
out  all  over  to  and  including  line  4  on  page 
12,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(h)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent 
of  the  Congress  in  the  enactment  of  this 
section  to  make  funds  available  for  expend¬ 
iture  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  second¬ 
ary  systems,  including  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas,  for  the  purpose 
of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of 
highway  construction  on  these  systems.” 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION  TOMORROW 

*V 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  majority  leader,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  and 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  be  permitted  to  sit  during  the  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  • 

Mr.  KENNEDY.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  this  request  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  following  the  conclusion  of 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendments  would  reduce  by  $400  mil¬ 
lion  the  appropriations  authorized  in 
section  2  of  the  bill;  but  the  amendments 
would  not  alter  in  any  way  the  purpose 
of  the  section,  which  is  to  speed  up  and 
increase  the  work  on  the  primary  and 
secondary  roads,  known  as  the  ABC  sys¬ 
tem,  and  their  extensions  in  urban 
areas. 

I  shall  explain  the  purpose  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  section  2  of  the  bill  and  the  effect 
of  my  amendments. 

Section  2  of  the  committee  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  the  appropriation  of  $400  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  ABC  system  for  the  fiscal 
year  1959,  in  addition  to  the  $875  million 
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authorized  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 

Certain  changes  from  the  1956  act  are 
made  in  the  use  of  the  funds.  Chief 
among  these  are  the  provision  that  Fed¬ 
eral-State  matching  shall  be  on  a  70 
percent-30  percent  basis,  rather  than 
on  the  usual  50  percent-50  percent  basis  ; 
the  provision  that  contracts  awarded  by 
State  Highway  Departments  under  this 
special  authorization  shall  be  awarded 
before  December  1,  1958,  and  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  completion  by  December  1, 
1959;  and  the  provision  that  loans  ag¬ 
gregating  $115  million  may  be  made  to 
States  to  assist  them  in  matching  the 
Federal  funds,  and  that  they  shall  be 
repaid  from  any  Federal  Highway  Funds 
apportioned  for  the  fiscal  year  1961  and 
the  fiscal  year  1962. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  purpose  of  this 
special  authorization  of  $400  million  and 
$115  million,  or  a  total  of  $515  million, 
and  it  is  a  very  proper  purpose,  is  to 
provide  additional  funds  to  increase  the 
awards  and  amounts  of  contracts  on  the 
ABC  System,  and  to  put  men  to  work 
during  this  time  of  recession.  It  is  an 
antirecession  measure. 

But  this  point  must  also  be  made  clear: 
The  $515  million  which  the  bill  thus 
would  authorize  to  combat  recession  and 
to  provide  employment  must  come  out 
of  the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 
It  cannot  be  taken  from  the  trust  fund 
provided  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
1956.  If  there  were  need  of  this  special 
and  additional  expenditure  of  funds,  I 
would  not  offer  my  amendment,  but  I  do 
not  think  it  is  needed. 

I  give  my  reasons:  The  pending  bill 
authorizes  an  apportionment  of  $900 
million  for  fiscal  year  1960.  Sometime 
after  July  1,  1958,  this  sum  will  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  States,  and  will  be  im¬ 
mediately  available  for  contractual  obli¬ 
gation.  It  will  impose  no  additional 
obligation  on  the  Federal  budget,  be¬ 
cause  it  will  be  paid  from  trust  funds 
which  will  accumulate  from  various 
highway-user  taxes. 

My  amendment  provides  that  $400 
million  of  the  $900  million  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1960  shall  be  immediately 
apportioned  to  the  States.  If  the 
amendment  is  adopted,  it  will  achieve 
the  same  purpose  as  the  special  author¬ 
ization  of  $400  million  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  committee  bill. 

First,  the  $400  million  would  be  im¬ 
mediately  available  to  the  States  for  road 
construction  on  the  ABC  system.  Sec¬ 
ond,  it  would  have  the  same  effect  as  an 
antirecession  measure.  It  would  put 
men  immediately  to  work.  But  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  committee  provi¬ 
sion  and  my  amendment  is  that  the  $400 
million  authorized  by  the  committee  bill 
would  add  to  Federal  expenditures  in 
that  amount.  My  amendment  would 
not  add  to  Federal  expenditures.  It 
would  simply  advance  by  a  few  months 
the  apportionment  of  $400  million  of  the 
$900  million  which  the  pending  bill 
authorizes  for  fiscal  year  1961,  and  which 
is  a  part  of  our  regular  road  program. 

If  my  amendment  is  adopted,  the  $400 
million  will  be  paid  from  the  trust  fund, 
for  ABC  funds  have  first  claim  on  the 
trust  fund.  It  will  not,  I  repeat,  in¬ 


crease  the  regular  highway  expenditures 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  it  will 
accomplish  the  same  purpose  as  the 
committee  version — put  men  to  work. 

If  the  recession  should  continue  and 
the  Congress  should  decide  that  addi¬ 
tional  highway  funds  should  be  pro¬ 
vided,  that  would  be  the  proper  thing 
to  do.  But  it  seems  to  me  there  is  no 
necessity  for  adding  $400  million  to  Fed¬ 
eral  expenditures  when  the  regular 
authorization  of  $900  million  is  avail¬ 
able,  and  $400  million  of  it  can  be  made 
available  at  this  time  and  apportioned 
to  the  States. 

My  amendment  would  not  disturb  any 
other  provision  of  section  2.  The  $115 
million  authorized  would  still  be  avail¬ 
able  to  help  the  States. 

We  do  not  know  what  the  next  few 
months  will  bring.  There  may  be  other 
expenditures  for  public  works.  I  simply 
make  the  point  that  the  amendment  I 
offer  would  immediately  make  available 
to  the  States  $400  million.  It  would  not 
add  a  cent  to  the  budget.  It  would  put 
men  to  work  the  same  as  a  special  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $400  million  would,  and 
if  more  funds  should  be  needed  later 
this  year,  they  could  be  authorized  by  the 
Congress. 

A  ONE-MAN  FIGHT  ON  Dig 

Mr.  HUkPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
Minneapolis,  Sunday  Tribune  for  March 
9,  1958  contained  a  featuVe  article  en¬ 
titled  “Father  \/ages  Ope-Man  Fight  on 
Disease.”  The  sHory  concerns  the  heroic 
efforts  of  the  \linneapolis  business¬ 
man,  Mr.  Miles  Fite/man,  growing  out  of 
his  3 -year-old  daughter’s  unfortunate 
disease,  ulcerated/coli'tis. 

Mr.  President,  this  \is  the  kind  of 
voluntary  individual  effort  which  I  like 
to  think  typifies  the  best  in. the  American 
way  of  life/ 1  think  Mr.  Fi  ter  man’s  story 
is  one  whifch  should  be  widely  noted,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that,  the  text 
of  the/irticle  just  mentioned  be. ^printed 
at  tips  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  fkrticle 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec 
s  follows: 

Father  Wages  One-Man  Fight  on  Disease 

Child’s  Illness  Leads  Him  To  Form  Re¬ 
search  Foundation 

(By  Victor  Cohn) 

Three  years  ago  a  Minneapolis  man 
learned  that  his  3 -year-old  daughter  had  a 
disease  called  ulcerative  colitis. 

He  already  knew  her  symptoms — severe 
pain,  chronic  dysentery,  loss  of  weight  and 
strength,  or  in  his  words  "how  my  vivacious, 
beautiful,  alert  little  girl  became  a  seriously 
ill,  semi-invalid,  bedridden  patient.” 

But  he  asked  the  doctors,  as  we  all  would : 

"What’s  ulcerative  colitis?” 

He  was  told:  “A  progressive,  inflamma¬ 
tory  disease  of  the  intestine.” 

"What  causes  it?” 

“We  don’t  know.” 

"What  can  you  do  for  her?” 

“Perhaps  something.  Perhaps  little.” 

“How  long  will  she  have  it?” 

“Perhaps  all  her  life.” 

This  father,  as  we  all  might;  took  his 
daughter  from  doctor  to  doctor,  in  several 
j  parts  of  the  country.  Every  place,  he  got 
(  about  the  same  answers. 

(Ulcerative  colitis  attacks  the  large  intes¬ 
tine.  Our  food,  after  we  digest  it,  goes 
from  the  stomach  through  the  long,  coiled 
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small  intestine,  then  into  the  broad  la 
intestine. 

A  disease  called  regional  enteritis- 
in  one  form,  ileitis— affects  the  soiall  in¬ 
testine.  This  is  what  afflicted  .President 
Eisenhower  in  1956. 

The  two  diseases  may  or  may1  not  be  re¬ 
lated — no  one  is  sure.  But  they  are  very 
much  the  same  in  their  effectyon  the  patient, 
whether  president  or  small  child. 

Drugs,  changed  diet,  blood  transfusions, 
bed  rest,  vitamins,  sedatives — these  things 
;  sometimes  help  ulcerative  colitis.  And 
>  sometimes  not.  In  a  typical  case,  the  dis¬ 
ease  gets  better,  then  worse  again,  and 
usually  does  this  again  and  again. 

Most  patients  are  20  to  40  years  old  when 
first  seen,  but  the  disease  is  common,  too, 
in  children,  teen-agers,  and  the  old.  Hos¬ 
pital  stays  often  run  months,  and  care  costs 
thousands  of  dollars. 

In  5  to  ,1>6  percent  of  all  cases,  the  chronic 
weakness  and  exhaustion,  and  sometimes 
complicating  infection,  lead  to  death. 

Surgery  sometimes  helps  spectacularly. 
And  Sometimes  not. 

All  these  things  this  Minneapolis  father 
gradually  learned. 

J  The  man  is  Miles  Fiterman,  a  lumberman. 
Tie  has  built  this  business  in  10  hurried 
years,  and  his  approach  to  this  strange  dis¬ 
ease  now  became  hurried,  too. 

“How  long,”  he  tells  you,  “can  a  man  sit 
in  hospital  corridors  before  he  tries  to  see  if 
something  can’t  be  done  or  learned  about 
this  disease,  if  not  for  his  daughter,  for 
someone?” 

So  he  started  traveling  again,  and  found 
several  interested  clinicians — the  doctors 
who  treat  patients — but  few  interested  re¬ 
search  men. 

At  the  University  of  Chicago,  however,  he 
found  Dr.  Joseph  Kirsner,  and  a  little  bronze 
plaque  on  the  door  of  one  small  room:  "Re¬ 
search  in  Ulcerative  Colitis.” 

"What  other  research  is  there  around  the 
country?”  he  asked  Kirsner. 

The  answer  was  “Almost  none.” 

Fiterman  went  to  the  Government’s  Na¬ 
tional  Institutes  of  Health  at  Bethesda,  Md., 
near  Washington,  and  saw  Dr.  C.  J.  Van 
Slyke,  distinguished  Associate  Director. 

Ulcerative  colitis,  Van  Slyke  told  him,  is 
one  of  the  back  alleys  of  modern  medicine, 
“and  we,  too,  feel  something  should  be  done 
about  it.” 

Fiterman  offered  help.  He  now  formed  a 
nonprofit  foundation — the  National  Founda¬ 
tion  for  Research  in  Ulcerative  Colitis,  with 
headquarters  at  1100  K  Street,  Washington. 

With  Kirsner’s  aid,  he  established  a  top- 
notch  medical  advisory  bo^rd,  including  men 
from  New  York,  Chicago,  and  other  cities; 
Duke,  Stanford,  Chicago,  Oregon,  and  Okla- 
oma  Universities  medical  schools,  and  two 
nnesotans  eminent  in  this  field — Drs.  J. 
Arlrnld  Bargen,  of  the  Mayo  Clinic,  Roches¬ 
ter,  and  Owen  H.  Wangensteen,  of  the  Uni- 
versitV  of  Minnesota. 

He  hkd  a  statistical  study  made  indicating 
that  pe^iaps  200,000  new  cases  a  year  of 
ulcerative.colitis  and  regional  enteritis  ap¬ 
pear  in  American  doctors’  offices — far  more 
than  anyone  had  supposed. 

He  also  sa\*  Senators  Hill,  of  Alabama, 
and  Thye  anH^  Humphrey,  of  Minnesota 
(Hill  and  Thye  as  ranking  majority  and 
minority  member's  of  the  Senate  Medical 
Appropriations  Subcommittee)  sponsored  an 
appropriations  increase  for  the  National  In¬ 
stitutes  of  Health.  \ 

With  this,  plus  Fitertaan’s  financial  help, 
the  Institutes  sponsored  g  high-level  ulcera¬ 
tive  colitis  research  conference — first  of  its 
kind — January  6  in  Washington.  Fiterman 
and  Hill  were  the  only  nonmedical  speakers. 

This  Minneapolis  man  is  going  around, 
the  country  now  talking  to  scientists  and 
others,  with  the  goal  of  the  new  foundation 
“a  large-scale  research  effort,  not  through 
a  public  drive  but  through  solicitations  of 
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individuals  and  other  foundations,  and  Gov¬ 
ernment  support.” 

‘‘The\  research  men  need  to  try  to  pro¬ 
duce  th&N  disease  in  experimental  animals,” 
Fiterman\xplains.  “Kirsner  says  medicine 
needs  to  study  bacteria,  viruses,  emotions, 
allergies,  nu&ition,  biochemistry,  stress,  cell 
growth,  biolog'y — in  other  words  everything. 

“Most  of  all,  we  want  to  provide  a  research 
climate  that  will  Attract  young  men — a  long- 
range  program  with  continuing  and  guaran¬ 
teed  funds.  The  wa'y,  ahead  may  be  long.” 

But  he  adds:  “May^e  not.  The  fact  pa¬ 
tients  improve  for  onk.^  reason  or  another 
is  evidence  that  it  can  be^reversed.” 

As  he  said  to  the  research  scientists  meet¬ 
ing  in  Washington:  “We  accept  the  fact 
that  no  cure  exists  now,  but  we  will  not  ac¬ 
cept  the  fact  that  little  nor  nothing  can  be 
done  about  it.” 


rcK^rinj 
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EXTENSION  OF  THE  EAST  FRO* 

THE  CAPITOL 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President'S.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  letter  ap-’1 
pearing  in  the  New  York  Times  yester¬ 
day  on  the  subject  of  the  Capitol  exten¬ 
sion. 

The  writer  of  the  letter  is  Mr.  Gilmore 
D.  Clarke,  member  of  the  Commission  on 
Fine  Arts  from  1932  to  1950,  and  chair¬ 
man  of  that  Commission  for  13  years. 
Mr.  Clarke  is  an  honorary  member  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Architects,  a  fel¬ 
low  of  the  American  Institute  of  Land¬ 
scape  Architects,  a  receiver  of  the  gold 
medal  of  honor  from  the  Architectural 
League  of  New  York,  a  member  of  Acad¬ 
emy  of  Arts  and  Letters,  a  member  of  the 
National  Academy  of  Design. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Capitol  Change  Approved — Proposal  To  Ex¬ 
tend  East  Front  Said  To  Be  Good  Plan 
To  the  Editor  op  the  New  York  Times: 

The  proposal  to  extend  the  central  element 
of  the  east  front  of  the  United  States  Cap¬ 
itol  has  been  the  subject  of  attack  from  a 
number  of  persons,  professional  architects 
and  others,  who  are  not  informed  on  the 
subject.  The  New  York  Times  has  also 
joined  in  opposing  the  decision  to  undertake 
this  new  construction. 

Congress,  by  an  act  passed  in  1956,  has 
deemed  it  necessary  for  three  reasons:  tc, 
replace  the  relatively  soft,  disintegratir 
Aquia  Creek  stone  (it  has  been  painted/ 35 
times  since  1819)  of  which  this  central/part 
is  constructed,  with  a  durable  mar.ble  as 
originally  planned;  to  extend  the  portico,  in¬ 
cluding  the  flanking  walls,  a  distance  (32 
feet  6  inches)  necessary  to  support  the  dome 
that  now  overhangs  it,  and  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  space  for  offices  and  heating  rooms  as 
well  as  to  afford  a  desirable  .nailway  on  the 
second  floor.  This  hallway,1  will  connect  the 
House  of  Representatives'  and  the  Senate 
wings  for  exclusive  use  by  the  legislators. 
first  suggestion 

A  proposed  extension  of  the  central  ele¬ 
ment  of  the  Capitol  was  first  suggested  in 
1864  by  the  then'  Architect  of  the  Capitol, 
Thomas  U.  Walter,  who  designed  the  dome 
and  the  Senate  and  House  wings.  Studies, 
including  a  ^cale  model,  were  made  for  the 
extension  of  the  east  front  by  John  M. 
Carrere  and  Thomas  Hastings  soon  after  the 
turn  of/  this  century.  One  of  the  two 
schemes  was  approved  in  principle  on  two 
occasions  by  the  National  Commission  of 
Fin?  Arts,  first  in  1918-19  and  again  in  1935. 
The  distinguished  architect  members  of  the 
Commission  who  approved  the  extension  of 


the  east  front  of  the  Capitol  in  1918-19  were 
John  Russell  Pope  (designer  of  the  National 
Gallery  of  Art) ,  Charles  Adams  Platt  (de¬ 
signer  of  the  Freer  Gallery  of  the  Smith¬ 
sonian  Institution),  and  William  Mitchell 
Kendall  of  the  firm  of  McKim,  Mead  &  White 
(designer  of  the  Arlington  Memorial  Bridge). 

The  equally  distinguished  architects  who 
again  approved  the  extension  of  the  east 
front  in  1935  were  Edgerton  Swartwout,  John 
Mead  Howells,  and  Charles  Coolidge.  All  six 
of  the  aforenamed  architects  were  classically 
trained. 

ARCHITECTS  BACKED 

The  architects  at  present  associated  with 
the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  to  follow  the  will 
of  Congress  as  expressed  in  the  Legislative 
Appropriation  Act  of  1956  providing  for  the 
extension,  reconstruction,  and  replacement 
of  the  central  portion  of  the  United  States 
Capitol  substantially  in  accordance  with 
scheme  B  of  the  architectural  plan  submitted 
by  a  joint  committee  of  the  Congress  of 
March  3,  1903,  are  neither  vandals,  as  has 
been  intimated,  nor  are  they  committing  a 
crime  against  art  and  history,  as  one  com¬ 
mentator  wrote. 

They  are  dedicated  artists  who  firmly  be¬ 
lieve,  as  did  the  six  distinguished  members 
their  profession  before  them,  that  they 
ark  right  in  deciding  that  the  beauty  of  the , 
central  element  of  the  east  front  of  ths  ‘ 
Capitol  will  be  greatly  enhanced  when 
constructed  in  marble  in  the  exact  manlier 
in  which,  it  was  originally  designated/  and 
moved  east  32  feet  6  inches  properly  po  sup¬ 
port  the  dome. 

In  order  tJxretain  the  re-entrant  court  of 
the  east  faqaue  they  have  recommended  to 
the  Congress  that  the  Senate'''  and  House 
wings  should  ultimately  be  moved  easterly 
a  distance  equal  to.  that  of /the  central  ele¬ 
ment.  They  are  firmly  of 'the  opinion  that 
the  contemplated  change's  will  neither  de¬ 
stroy  the  majestic  grandeur  of  the  dome  nor 
totally  obliterate  the  pkntral  court.- 

GuImore’.D.  Clarke, 
Member,  Cojnmissiori'spf  Fine  Arts, 
1932-50. 

New  York,  Mafch  17, 1958. 


TRANSACTION  OF  ADDITIONAL 

..  Routine  business 

By  Unanimous  consent,  the  following 
additional  routine  business  was  trans¬ 
acted: 


ADDITIONAL  BILL  INTRODUCED 

Mr.  GORE,  by  unanimous  consent,  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill  (S.  3560)  to  authorize 
the  construction  of  a  courthouse  and  a 
Federal  office  building  in  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Gore  when 
he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which  ap¬ 
pear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  COURTHOUSE 
AND  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING, 
MEMPHIS,  TENN. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  introduce 
for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  construction  of  a  courthouse 
and  Federal  office  building  in  Memphis, 
Tenn. 

During  the  past  several  years,  nu¬ 
merous  surveys  have  been  made  in  Mem¬ 
phis  to  determine  the  need  for  a  new 
Federal  building,  but  to  date  no  action 
has  been  taken  on  the  part  of  the  Gen¬ 


eral  Services  Administration  to  provide/ 
these  much-needed  facilities. 

According  to  reports  which  ha^e 
reached  me,  the  Government  is  pacing 
an  annual  rent  bill  of  about  $375,000  to 
house  various  agencies  in  the /City  of 
Memphis.  These  agencies  are  widely 
scattered  throughout  the  cityyto  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  persons  doing  business  with 
Government  agencies  must  be  greatly 
inconvenienced  in  seeking  out  several 
different  offices  before/  their  purposes 
have  been  accomplished.  Even  within 
a  given  Department/Of  the  Government, 
offices  are  widely/scattered.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  various  offices  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  will  be  found 
in  10  different'locations  throughout  the 
city.  The  Department  of  Commerce  has 
agencies  ipr'four  different  locations. 

The  only  Federal  building  now  in  ex¬ 
istence, in  Memphis  is  an  old  building 
which/was  first  completed  in  1885.  This 
building  has  been  expanded  by  addi¬ 
tions  made  to  it  in  1904  and  1932.  This 
hiding  is  grossly  inadequate  for  even 
the  limited  activities  which  are  now  car¬ 
ried  on  within  it.  Federal  court  is  held 
in  this  building  in  a  courtroom  which  will 
seat  approximately  75  persons.  A  second 
courtroom,  which  was  formerly  a  grand 
jury  room,  accommodates  only  about  20 
people  and  the  bankruptcy  court  meets 
in  a  small  room  which  accommodates 
only  about  25  people. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  we  should 
take  every  advantage  of  the  down-turn 
in  our  economy  to  construct  public 
works  of  lasting  importance.  It  is  in 
times  of  economic  recession  that  we  can 
do  this  work  to  best  advantage  and  at 
minimum  cost. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Public 
Works  Committee  and  the  Senate  will 
act  promptly  on  this  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  3560)  to  authorize  the 
construction  of  a  courthouse  and  a  Fed¬ 
eral  office  building  in  Memphis,  Tenn., 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
vMr.  Gore,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
itle,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 


RECESS  TO  10  O’CLOCK  A.  M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr.  K&QWLAND.  Mr.  President,  in 
accordance \with  the  previous  order,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  un¬ 
til  10  o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  motion  wq,s  agreed  to;  and  (at  8 
o’clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess,  the\recess  being,  under 
the  order  previously/ entered,  until  to¬ 
morrow,  Wednesday,  J^arch  26,  1958,  at 
10  o’clock  a.  m. 

NOMINATION' 

Executive  nomination  recei^d  by  the 
Senate  March  25  (legislative  \iay  of 
March  17),  1958: 

United  States  District  Judge 

Mendon  Morrill,  of  New  Jersey,  to  \be 
United  States  district  Judge  for  the  district 
of  New  Jersey,  vice  Alfred  E.  Modarelli,  de' 
ceased. 
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3. 


4. 


ected  the  following  amendments: 

v^By  Rep.  Taber,  47  to  128,  to  strike  oat  the  $589  million  payment  to  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  fund  (pp.  4777-80) ; 

By  Rep.  Hyde,  52  to  83,  to  delete  a  provision  in  the  bill  prohibiting" the 
payment  of  any  increase  in  retirement  annuities  until  Congress  appropriates 
sufficient  money  to  pay  for  possible  deficits  in  the  Civil  Service/Retirement 
Fund  (pp.  47^0^3) ; 

By  Rep.  Jonas,  106  to  115,  to  allow  the  use  of  appropriated "funds  to  com¬ 
plete  lease  purchase  contracts  entered  into  before  July  1^1958  (pp.  4785-91); 

By  Rep.  Loser,  to'delete  the  provision  in  the  bill  ending  the  Lease  Pur¬ 
chase  program  (pp,  4789r90,  4791-2). 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Reece,  Tenn. ,  commended  the  Secretary  for  "the  wise  and 
courageous  leadership  he  has  given  to  basical ly^improve  the  position  of  agri¬ 
culture,"  and  asserted  that  the  farm  situation  was  improving,  with  farm  income 
per  capita  the  highest  on  record,  ,pp.  4749-50 


PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  JudidTnry  Committee  ordered  adversely  re¬ 
ported  to  the  full  committee  H.  R./4757  and  H.  R.  5267,  to  grant  certain  em- 
ployees  the  protection  of  the  Criminal  cbde  against  assaults,  p.  D263 


5.  STATEHOOD.  Rep.  Rhodes,  Aries',  urged  passage  of  tt 
p.  4793 


6. 


Alaska  statehood  bill. 


ROADS.  Rep.  Cramer  inserted  tables  in  the  record  which 'he  stated  showed  that 
"Many  of  the  Governors  and  their  State  road  boards  who  are^calling  most  vocif¬ 
erously  for  further  Federal  assistance  in  these  months  of  unusual  unemployment 
are  not  making  full  use  of  the  largest  public  works  program  in  phe  history  of 
the  world.!*"  pp.  4794-6 


7.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Daily  Digest  announced  that  on  Thurs. ,  Mar. x27,  the 
House  will  further  consider  H,  R.  11574,  the  independent  offices  appropriation 
bill  for  1959,  followed  by  H.  R.  11645,  the  Labor  and  Health,  Education  at 
Welfare  Departments  appropriation  bill  for  1959.  p.  D262 


/ 
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8.  ROADS.  Continued  debate  on  S,  3414,  the  road  authorization  bill.  pp.  4821, 
4830,  4831-4907 

Rejected  by  a  vote  of  41  to  47,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Kerr  to  strike  out  sec. 
l’2jOftttie  bill  providing  for  the  regulation  of  billboards  along  the  interstate 
highway  system,  pp.  4831-88 

Agreed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Sen.  Case,  S.  Dak.,  to  provide  that  in  reimbursing  States  for  the  re¬ 
location  of  utility  facilities  ''Federal  funds  shall  not  be  reimbursed  to  any 
State  ....  when  the  payment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or 
violates  a  legal  contract  between  the  utility  and  the  State."  p.  4888 

By  Sen.  Mansfield  to  authorize  for  forest  highways  "the  additional  sura  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of 
$36,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960  and  June  30,  '■■■'( 
1961,"  to  authorize  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  "the  additional 
sum  of  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of 
$34,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960  and  June  30, 
1961,"  and  to  strike  out  the  provision  relative  to  the  apportionment  of  the 
above  items  which  stated  that  "the  apportionment  heretofore  made  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  is  hereby  approved." 
pp.  4888-93 
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By  Sen.  Hruska,  by  a  vote  of  47  to  38,  to  modify  sec.  11  of  the  bill  per¬ 
taining  to  the  reimbursement  for  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities  in 
the  construction  of  Federal-aid  highways  so  as  to  provide  that  Federal  funds 
may  be  used  to  reimburse  States  for  907o  of  the  costs  involved  in  relocating 
utility  facilities  provided  the  States  submit  satisfactory  evidence  that  it 
has  paid  such  costs  from  its  own  funds,  pp.  4893-4904 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sens.  Johnson,  Humphrey,  and  Proxmire  urged  the  President  to 
sign  the  resolution  freezing  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments  at  1957 
levels;  Sen.  Johnson  inserted  numerous  telegrams  to  the  President  urging  him 
^to  do  so;  and  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  his  letter  to  the  President  urging  hir 
ko  sign  the  measure,  pp.  4812-14,  4837-38 

10.  WILDT^FE.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with Amend¬ 
ment  2617,  to  authorize  the  purchase  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  mi- 
gratoryS^ird  sanctuaries  (S.  Rept.  1426).  p.  4816 


) 


) 


FOREIGN  TI 
S.  3093  to  es 
p.  4816 


The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  witlAut  amendment 
:end  for  an  additional  two  years  the  Export  Control  Act. 


12. 


ELECTRIFICATION.  §^n.  Wiley  inserted  resolutions  of  the  Wisc*  Electric  Co¬ 
operative,  urging  nb  increase  in  interest  rates  on  REA  loans  and  that  the 
REA  Administrator  "be\given  full  authority  to  approve/loans."  He  also  in¬ 
serted  his  speech  to  the  annual  meeting  in  which  he /commended  the  REA  program, ? 
opposed  any  increase  in  Wterest  rates  for  REA  loans*  anc*  opposed  efforts  to 
have  REA  coops  borrow  frocKprivate  sources,  ppy/4824-7 

Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  resolution  of  the  Lapd  O’ Lakes  Creameries  opposing 
REA  interest  rates  increases  A*id  efforts  to  1/fmit  the  REA  Administrator's  loan 
approval  authority,  and  a  statement  from  th^  Nat'l  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Ass'n  commending  the  Federal  court  decision  that  "propaganda  advertising"  by 
electric  light  and  power  companies\<ras  Tyot  tax-deductible  business  expense, 
p.  4909 

13.  MEATPACKERS.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  14  communications  he  had  received  on  S,  1356 
to  transfer  certain  functions  unddr  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  from  this 
Department  to  the  FTC.  Three  ipSjore&y  and\leven  opposed  passage  of  the  bill, 

pp.  4814-15 

Sen.  Kefauver  spoke  in  fayor  of  enactment  o£\S.  1356.  pp.  4908-9 

14.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Talmadge  Aserte<^  a  Ga.  Assembly  resolution  urging  an  investi¬ 

gation  by  Congress  of  ptfllciea^of  the  Forest  Service, which  allegedly  prevent 
bidding  by  lumber  companies  on  forest  timber  in  certa^  Ga.  counties,  pp. 
4914-15 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


ELECTRIFICATION'.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Proxmire  inserting  a  speech  by 
Sen.  KefauvA  before  the  Wis.  Electric  Cooperative,  "Deceit,  Deception,  and 
Duplicity A  and  stating  that  Sen.  Kefauver  "reviewed  the  danger  that  confront 
the  REA  cooperatives  in  this  period  of  economic  recession..."  pp.  A2854-6 
Repj/Utt  inserted  Interior  Secretary  Seaton*  s  address  emphasizing  some 
relevant  facts  about  the  administration's  proposal  for  the  power  development 
of  piie  Trinity  River  division  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  pp.  A2886-, 

'Rep.  Price  inserted  A.  E.  Becker's,  Ill.  Electric  Cooperatives,  statemei 
Opposing  the  administration's  proposed  plans  regarding  REA.  pp.  A2891-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Price  inserting  a  statement,  "Why  Full  Author i 
ty  Over  REA  Should  Be  Restored  to  the  Agency's  Administrator."  pp.  A2897-8 
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16. 


19. 


Extension  #>f  remarks  of  Rep.  Price  inserting  a  study  of  the  effects  of 
Vigher  interest  rates  on  the  REA  loans,  pp.  A2900-1 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Price  inserting  an  analysis  of  proposed  a 
ist\ation  REA  legislation  and  stating  "the  proposal  is  a  jeopardy  to  the 
electrification  program  that  has  proven  its  value."  pp.  A2906-7 


STATEHOOD,  Sen.  Knowland  inserted  an  article  written  by  Interior  Seer* 

Seaton  expressing  his  hopes  for  early  statehood  for  Alaska,  pp.  A2&56-7 
Extension  of  remarks  of  Del.  Bartlett  stating  that  Alaskans  are/resentful 
of  an  allegation  that  Alaska  "might  cast  its  lot  with  Russia  In  pase  of  war," 
and  inserting  an  editorial  on  this  subject,  pp,  A2.878-9 


17.  LANDS.  Extension^  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  two 
ing  S.  3051,  providing  for  acquisition  and  administration 
Indian  lands.  pp.\A2857-8 


ditorials  favor- 
the  Klamath 


18.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Hemphill  inserted  an  editorial  citing  problems  of  the 
cotton  textile  industry  because  of  export  import  pro^ams.  pp.  A2871-2 

Rep.  Preston  inserted  his  statement  before  the  H.'Ways  and  Means  Committee 
offering  suggestions  for  the  protection  of  the  plywood  industry,  p.  A2885 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  Remarks  of  Rep.  Poagd  inserting  an  article  by 
Clifford  R.  Hope  paying  tribute  to  Edward  O'ttehl.  pp.  A2879-80 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep\  Knutson  ins^/ting  an  editorial  and  stating  it 
"discusses  the  problem  of  contract  farming/  and  asks  the  question,  "Is  the 
small  independent  family- size  fa£m  on  the/way  out?'"  p.  A2893 

Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  GTA  radib  roupdup  discussing  consumer  prices  and 
stating  "Farmers,  in  short,  have  beep  ^bsidizing  the  consumers  and  business 
people  of  America."  p.  A2898 

Rep.  Flynt  inserted  a  constituen/l s\letter  expressing  approval  of  S.  J.  Res 
162,  the  measure  to  freeze  price  s<^pporbs  and  acreage  allotments,  p.  A2899 


Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep 
coming  to  understand  the  price 
trolling  factor  in  our  nation 
farm  prices,  pp,  A2913-4 
Extension  of  remarks  of 
Meat  Cutters  and  Butchei  orkment  of  N. 
S.  J.  Res.  162.  pp.  A29  -5 


utson  Stating  that  "more  and  more  people  are 
anipulatiotv  which  has  become  a  new  and  con- 


economy,"  add  inserting  a  letter  discussing 


Knutson  inserting  a  telegram  from  Amalgamate/* 
America\irging  the  President  to  appro- 


20.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Speeqh  in  the  House  by  Reps.  Laird, 'Whitten  and  Reuss  during 
debate  on  H.  R.  108j9l,  the  supplemental  appropriationVoill ,  regarding  the 
$3,000  limitation  6n  acreage  reserve  payments,  p.  A28t 


21.  WATER  RESOURCES ,/  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Rhodes  inserting  an  editorial, 
"California  Has  Water,:  stating  that  "California,  the  Stat^that  is  trying  so 
hard  to  take/water  away  from  Arizona,  has  70  million  acre-fefet  of  its  own  that 
flows  unuse'd  into  the  Pacific  Ocean."  p.  A2391 


22.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Westland  inserting 
County/ (Wash)  Dairymen's  Ass'n  resolution  urging  enactment  of 
self-yhelp  dairy  bills,  p,  2894 


Whatcom 

>roposed 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Dorn  inserted  a  statement  by  American  Coalition  of  Patriotic 
Jhcieties  reciting  certain  factg  and  conclusions  as  to  the  foreign  aid 
gram.  pp.  A2916-7 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4821 


/ 


HighVay;  9,433  In  a  20-mile  6tretch  acces¬ 
sible  By  road  above  and  below  the  Powell 
Ranger ’Station) .  The  catch  in  the  Selway 
River  totaled  16,601. 

The  Norto  Fork  produced  36,236  fish  in 
a  69-mile  sbretch  above  Bungalow  Ranger 
Station;  6,38l\from  a  10-mile  stretch  of  the 
Little  North  FoWc  plus  7  miles  of  the  North 
Fork,  above  ana  .below  the  mouth  of  the 
Little  North  Fork. 


MOST 


TBOTJT 


The  catch  in  theseVtributaries  was  pre¬ 
dominantly  trout  (up  t\ 98 .8  percent) .  The 
catch  in  the  ClearwateVs  mainstem  was 
56.6  percent  trout,  2.5  percent  adult  steel- 
head,  12  percent  whitefish,>^nd  29  percent 
smallmouth  bass. 

“Evidence  from  age -growth  \studies  and 
sexual  maturation  observations,  indicates 
most  of  the  small  rainbow  trout  in  the 
Clearwater  drainage  are  of  steelhead  trout 
origin,”  the  report  states. 

“If  resident  rainbow  trout  (nonmigratory) 
existed  in  large  numbers  in  the  NortnVor 
Middle  Fork  drainages  it  seems  probable  thM; 
more  of  the  larger  rainbow  trout  over  1C 
Inches  in  length  would  appear  in  the  har¬ 
vest.  Cutthroat  trout  in  these  same  waters 
attain  lengths  of  20  inches  and  fish  over 
10  inches  long  are  common. 

“Should  the  wild  rainbow  trout  (juvenile 
steelhead)  be  lost  to  the  fisheries  of  the 
North  and  Middle  Forks,  it  would  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  plant  catchable-size  hatchery 
trout  annually  in  these  areas  in  sufficient 
numbers  to  replace,  in  the  creel,  the  present 
catch.” 

The  biologists  estimated  the  average  an¬ 
nual  expenditure  of  fishermen  seeking  steel- 
head — both  a^dult  and  juvenile — in  1955  and 
1956  was  $250,000  annually,  and  saw  poten¬ 
tial  for  a  tremendous  increase  in  this 
resource. 


THE  BILLBOARD  AMENDMENT  TO 
THE  HIGHWAY  BILL 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  a  very  brief  com¬ 
ment,  prior  to  the  start  of  the  discus¬ 
sion  today,  regarding  the  amendment  in 
the  highway  bill  which  deals  with  bill¬ 
boards.  I  listened  attentatively  yester¬ 
day  to  the  long  debate  which  occurred 
on  the  Senate  floor.  I  was  particularly 
impressed  by  the  very  able,  vigorous, 
and  statesmanlike  defense  of  the  %bill 
and  of  the  signboard  amendment  which 
was  made  by  the  distinguished  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Public  Roads  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore]. 

One  further  matter  impressed  me 
most  strongly.  The  opponents  of  sign¬ 
board  regulation  legislation  indulged 
merely  in  fly  specking,  in  pointing  out 
frivolous  and  capricious  objections  to 
the  wording  of  the  amendment.  There 
was  little  or  no  discussion  of  the  basic 
issue  or  question  involved.  That  ques¬ 
tion  is,  Shall  the  billboard  companies  be 
able  to  plaster  a  40,000  mile  Interstate 
Highway  System  with  their  signs  for  pri¬ 
vate  profit  and  exploitation?  It  seems  to 
me  today  we  must  discuss  the  funda¬ 
mental  issue,  which  is  whether  the 
United  States  Government  has  some 
equity  in  assisting  the  48  States  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  scenery  along  the  Interstate 
System. 


NATIONAL  EPILEPSY  LEAGUE’S 
TESTIMONIAL  DINNER 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
privileged  to  attend  a  dinner  given  by 
the  National  Epilepsy  League  at  the 
Washington  Club  on  February  28.  On 
that  occasion  Robert  Hurleigh  delivered 
an  address  which  was  most  impressive. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  address  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record,  since  it  is  most  in¬ 
formative. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Address  by  Robert  Hurleigh 

RAY  HENLE 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  because  one  of  the 
men  to  be  honored  here  tonight  must,  for 
good  and  sufficient  reason,  leave  before  we 
get  into  our  program,  I  should  like  to  take 
this  moment  to  pay  him  his  due.  The 
multiplicity  of  appeals  with  which  members 
of  congressional  committees  are  deluged,  has 
1  'iven  rise  to  a  new  kind  of  art,  that  of  pre¬ 
senting  testimony.  And  one  of  the  highest 
practitioners  of  this  art  is  a  man  whose  out-/ 
standing  testimony  in  behalf  of  the  neur 
logical  disorders  may  well  stand  as  a  mqdel 
of  thatSjew  art,  Mr.  Ray  Henle. 

SENATORS  HILL  AND  THYE 

In  the  gyrations  of  political  fortune,  two 
Senators  take,  turns  as  chairman  of'  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on\  Appropriations.  /And  while 
the  Democrats  haay  win  or  lose/the  cause  of 
epilepsy  never  los&s.  For  whije  each  is  chair¬ 
man  they  unite  to ''aid  the  overall  neurologi¬ 
cal  needs,  and  thus  aid  epilepsy.-  Both  have 
particular  background!  that  help  give  them  a 
profound  understanding  of  this  medical 
program. 

Senator  Edward  T*4ye  gMned  his  through 
the  noteworthy  department\of  neurology  at 
the  University  o/  Minnesota\when  he  was 
Governor  of  then;  State. 

Senator  Lister  Hill  gained  his'^hrough  his 
father,  who  /vas  a  doctor. 

IATOR  ALEXANDER  WILEY 

One  or  the  greatest  barriers  to  formal 
living  for  the  epileptic  are  the  outmoded-jaws 
on  the  statute  books  of  many  States  and  eVpn 
In  Federal  legislation. 

State  legislators  throughout  the  land  are 
irking  to  up-date  these  laws  in  the  light  of 
lodern  medical  findings,  while  here  in 
Washington  the  National  Epilepsy  League’s 
champion  in  efforts  to  amend  the  immigra¬ 
tion  law  as  it  applies  to  the  denial  of 
admission  to  our  shores  of  epileptics  is 
Senator  Alexander  Wiley. 

Present  this  evening  to  accept  his  citation 
is  his  administrative  aide,  Mr.  Julius  Cahn. 

SENATOR  STYLES  BRIDGES 

With  the  passing  of  Senator  Robert  Taft 
there  arose  the  imperative  need  for  someone 
else  to  act  as  personal  advisor  to  Mrs.  Tan- 
kersley.  The  man  who  so  ably  and  skillfully 
filled  that  void  and  so  often  used  his  tre¬ 
mendous  influence  in  the  Senate  most  suc¬ 
cessfully  on  legislation  pertaining  to  the 
Neurological  Institute  and  other  legislative 
matters  was  Senator  Styles  Bridges,  of  New 
Hampshire.  I  # 

REPRESENTATIVE  JOHN  E.  FOGARTY 

Perhaps  the  strongest  and  most  consistent 
friend  the  National  Epilepsy  League  has  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  is  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island,  John  E.  Fogarty. 
So  keenly  has  he  felt  about  our  cause  that 
he  has  many  times  taken  it  to  the  floor  of 
the  House.  We  know  we  share  with  him 
.with  other  important  health  problems,  but 


we  wish  to  assure  him  we  are  happy,  indeecjf 
to  count  him  as  a  friend  of  ours. 

MAXWELL  RABB 

One  of  the  most  informed  men  ih  the 
country  on  the  plight  of  the  epileptic,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  area  of  employment-  and  the 
right  and  ability  to  become  self-supporting, 
and  thus  a  taxpayer  instead  of*  y/tax  eater,  is 
the  Secretary  of  President  Eisenhower’s  Cab¬ 
inet.  For  his  tireless  role  ir/helping  to  in¬ 
terpret  the  controlled  epileptic  to  industry, 
the  league  must  be  forever  grateful  to  Max¬ 
well  Rabb. 

SENATOR  WILLMM  KNOWLAND 

Every  Congressman  carries  a  workload  and 
is  subjected  to  pressures  that  would  amaze 
their  constituent^— if  they  only  knew. 

Certainly,  one’of  the  busiest  of  the  men  on 
Capitol  Hill  i / Senator  William  Knowland. 
But  withal  he  managed  to  find  time  to  lend 
his  personality  and  the  prestige  of  his  high 
office  to  /.  most  important  function  of  the 
National  Epilepsy  League — the  annual  Little 
Christmas  Town  fund-raising  campaign. 

fs  is  the  story  of  seizures — of  a  sick- 
ne^ife  that  time  forgot. 

it  goes  back  to  the  beginning  of  mankind, 
Sven  before  the  coming  of  man,  for  animals, 
too,  have  seizures. 

It  is  a  story  that,  in  recorded  history 
alone,  was  40  centuries  a’borning. 

Two  thousand  years  before  the  father 
brought  his  convulsive  son  to  Jesus  of  Naz¬ 
areth,  the  Code  of  Hammarabi  dealt  with 
laws  regarding  the  marriage  of  these  people 
and  the  validity  of  their  court  testimony. 

In  those  ancient  times,  when  all  men  be¬ 
lieved  the  world  to  be  peopled  by  unseen 
spirits,  it  is  not  surprising  that  they  saw 
an  epileptic  attack  as  an  omen,  an  evil 
curse,  a  spell  cast  upon  the  luckless  victim. 

.And  so,  in  these  ancient  times,  the  treat¬ 
ment,  quite  naturally,  was  exorcism. 

Skulls  of  men  who  lived  before  writing 
show  evidence  of  crude  surgery  to  relieve 
epilepsy.  Trepanning  of  these  skulls  in¬ 
dicates  efforts  of  primitive  man  to  release 
the  gods  or  devils  possessing  the  person  with 
seizures. 

The  ancient  Greeks  called  it  “the  holy 
disease.”  Martin  Luther  named  it  “the  de¬ 
mon  disease.”  In  Scotland,  in  the  middle 
ages,  the  epileptic  woman  who  became  preg¬ 
nant  was  buried  alive. 

Only  occasionally,  the  gleam  of  a  scien¬ 
tific  mind  would  shed  a  little  light. 

In  450  B.  C.  Hippocrates  made  astute  ob¬ 
servations  regarding  epilepsy.  He  considered 
epilepsy  a  disease  of  the  brain,  due  to  nat- 
urd>\  and  not  supernatural  causes. 

Bulj  all  through  the  ages  treatment  of 
epilepsy  was  ineffective.  It  was  generally 
belie vea  that  people  with  epilepsy  required 
custodial\care,  either  in  prisons  or  alms¬ 
houses,  ancL  more  recently  still,  in  hospitals 
or  colonies  fhr  epileptics. 

In  fact,  not\even  partially  effective  treat¬ 
ment  for  epilepsy  was  known  until  100  years 
ago.  Then,  in  1859,  it  was  found  quite  by 
accident  that  the  'bromides  reduced  the  fre¬ 
quency  and  violence, of  seizures.  No  further 
advances  were  made  in,  medical  treatment  of 
epilepsy  until  1912,  when  barbiturates  were 
introduced,  but  they  did-not  come  into  gen¬ 
eral  use  as  anti-convulkves  until  about 
1922.  \ 

These  medicines  were,  of  Bourse,  depres¬ 
sants.  While  they  reduced  the'-frequency  of 
seizures  in  many  cases,  too  often  the  ef¬ 
fective  dose  was  also  the  toxic  doSe,  so  that 
the  person,  although  possibly  seizvjre-free, 
was  so  lethargic  he  could  not  hope  lead 
a  normal  life. 

So,  with  the  first  quarter  of  the  20th  cen¬ 
tury,  a  time  when  everyone  in  this  rodki 
was  already  living,  we  may  say  that  the  1st 
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■y  of  progress  in  ep- 
[n  fact,  many  of  its 
night. 

ikthrough  for  success 
ifter  a  young  medical 
>ckefeller  Foundation, 
ame  interested  in  the 
turn  to  the  States  his 
id  he  began  a  long 
Boston,  where  he  was 
award  Medical  School 
.1. 

aid  that  the  modern 
medical  era  for'  epilepsy  began  at  this  time 
under  his  leadership. 

For  with  his  enthusiasm  and  devotion  he 
attracted  brilliant  young  tnen  around  him 
and  together  they  pondered\the  causes  and 
treatment  of  seizures.  This-  man  should 
rightly  be  called  the  fathers  of  modern 
attempts  to  deal  with  epilepsy.  'This  physi¬ 
cian,  author,  crusader  for  public  under¬ 
standing  of  this  ancient  neurological 
disorder  is  William  G.  Lennox.  MostVegret- 
fully,  he  is  unable  to  be  with  us  tonight. 
Yet,  at  74,  he  is  still  working  tirelessly,  on 
another  book  on  epilepsy. 

Now  real  progress  was  being  reported 
Developments  followed  developments  in  swift' 
succession,  as  though  to  say,  time  had  stood 
still  long  enough. 

One  of  the  most  dramatic  accomplish¬ 
ments  occurred  21  years  ago  when  two  young 
"medics  codetermined  the  effectiveness  of  the 
first  modern  anticonvulslve  medication. 

This  new  medicine,  produced  by  a  major 
pharmaceutical  house,  proved  to  be  effective 
in  reducing  or  even  eliminating  seizures  in 
many  cases  and  had  the  great  advantage  of 
not  being  a  depressant. 

Now  people,  treated  with  this  medication, 
their  seizures  stopped  or  greatly  reduced, 
found  themselves  able  to  carry  on  nomal 
activities. 

Surely,  discovery  of  this  medicine  must 
rank  in  the  annals  of  medical  science  with 
the  developments  of  the  more  widely  pub¬ 
licized  Salk  vaccine. 

For  this  new  medicine  helped  bring  more 
alleviation  of  suffering  than  any  discovery 
in  the  age-old  history  of  the  disorder.  The 
young  medics  are  now  distinguished  neu¬ 
rologists.  They  are  Tracy  Putnam  and  H. 
Houston  Merritt. 

Quite  understandably,  while  the  attack  on 
the  medical  front  was  going  forward  there 
began  to  be  highlighted  a  cruel  lag  in  public 
understanding  of  the  plight  of  these  people 
suddenly  brought  within  reach  of  normal 
living — only  to  discover  that  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  barriers  still  stood  to  be  surmounted. 

Clearly  there  was  a  need  for  organized  work 
In  these  areas. 

And  now  the  tempo  of  our  story  speeds  up. 
Where  we  had  been  talking  in  terms  of  cen¬ 
turies,  now  we  can  report  major  develop; 
ments  every  few  years. 

The  first  successful  anticonvulsant  yVas 
discovered  in  1937. 

Five  years  later  the  first  seeds  of  the  lay 
movement  were  sown.  Many  of  Da^T  Len¬ 
nox’  patients,  enthusiastic  and  gr/Teful  for 
the  medical  miracle  that  permitted  them  to 
resume,  oc  begin,  normal  life,  wanted  to  make 
the  same  opportunities  available  to  others. 

So/  in  1942,  they  formed  a'  not-for-profit 
voluntary  health  organization  known  as  the 
Laymen’s  League  Against  Epilepsy.  It  is  in 
this  early  group  that  you/find  the  foundation 
of  the  present  National/Epilepsy  League. 

The  name  of  the  Voluntary  organization 
was  changed  to  the  American  Epilepsy  League 
in  1946,  and  to  thq/National  Epilepsy  League 
in  1950,  when  the  National  Association  to 
Control  Epileps/  of  New  York  Oity  and  the 
American  Epilepsy  League  of  Chicago  were 
merged  to  form  at  last  a  single,  overall  per¬ 
manent  national  organization. 

One  of  ,the  present  members  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  National  Epilepsy  League 
was  t^  second  president  of  the  American 


Epilepsy  League,  Mrs.  Wheaton  Kittredge,  at 
that  time  Mrs.  Brooks  Potter. 

A  woman  of  unusual  courage  and  wisdom, 
Mrs.  Kittredge  was  one  of  the  first  persons 
willing  to  tell  her  story  about  epilepsy  pub¬ 
licly,  its  handicaps  and  what  the  modern 
treatment  of  seizures  could  mean  to  the 
person  afflicted  with  this  disorder.  A  great 
milestone  was  reached  with  the  publication, 
in  a  national  magazine,  of  her  signed  arti¬ 
cle,  Woman  Without  Fear. 

To  understand  the  degree  of  courage  re¬ 
quired  to  announce  publicly  that  one  is  an 
epileptic,  we  need  only  pause  to  try  to  name 
a  single  person  with  epilepsy  in  any  field  of 
public  life  in  our  time  who  has  done  the 
same. 

Yet  we  know  they  exist,  high  in  govern¬ 
ment,  in  sports,  in  industry,  entertainment, 
and  the  arts. 

And  they  can  protect  their  secret  because 
of  modern  medical  know-how.  One  can 
only  speculate,  of  course,  on  what  the  kings, 
and  emperors,  and  great  men  of  early  times 
with  epilepsy  would  have  given  for  medica¬ 
tion  obtainable  today  for  little  more  than 
the  cost  of  each  day’s  newspaper. 

Or  what  greater  gifts  could  have  been  be¬ 
stowed  upon  the  world  had  the  seizures  of 
"these  men  been  placed  under  control  by 
gdication. 

jok  at  the  roster  of  some  of  the  world’s 
grea'ts  who  were  epileptic : 

Thero  was  Mohammed,  and  Caesar,  anc 
Peter  the  Great,  Alexander  the  Great,  Lo\ 
XIII  of  "Prance,  Charles  V  of  Spain,  Ferdi¬ 
nand  of  Castile,  Archduke  Charles  of  ,Aus- 
tria,  Williahj.  Ill  of  England.  There  was 
Lord  Byron, 'Gustave  Flaubert,  Swinburne, 
Paganini,  Pascal,  Dostoevsky,  Berlioz,  and 
Guy  de  Maupassant;  and  Swedenborg,  Socra¬ 
tes,  Cardinal  Richelieu,  Van  /Gogh,  and 
Handel. 

Such  a  rollcall  must  be  a/ source  of  en¬ 
couragement  to  epileptics  /Everywhere,  but 
what  greater  challenge^  y>  overcome  their 
handicap  would  arise  ffqm  the  knowledge 
that  great  people  today  have  won  high 
honor.  /  \ 

But  the  success  stories  of  these  people  are 
lost  to  us  because  .of  the  stigmkof  epilepsy. 

At  about  the  same  time  that  fers.  Merritt 
and  Putnam  were  testing  the  effectiveness 
of  the  first  modern  anticonvulsant  medi¬ 
cine,  anothe/  of  the  young  men  ip  this 
group  was  pursuing  a  somewhat  different 
line  of  investigation. 

A  few /years  earlier  a  German  psychiatrist 
had  invented  a  machine  to  measure  electri 
cal  discharges  of  the  brain.  Medical  men, 
Ion/ frustrated  by  the  difficulty  of  working 
with  that  most  inaccessible  part  of  the  hu- 
ian  body,  the  brain,  must  liken  this  devel¬ 
opment  to  scientists2-  present  probing  of 
outer  space. 

And  the  young  physician  who  applied  that 
machine,  called  an  electroencephalograph, 
in  the  diagnosis  of  epilepsy,  is  Dr.  Frederic 
Gibbs,  now  of  the  University  of  Illinois 
Medical  School  and  Consultation  Clinic  on 
Epilepsy  in  Chicago. 

His  studies  helped  open  up  an  entirely  new 
avenue  of  progress  in  proper  and  more  ac¬ 
curate  diagnosis  and  speedier  control  of 
seizures.  Happily,  this  progress  has  encour¬ 
aged  other  medical  experts  to  enter  the  field 
and  now  electroencephalography  is  almost 
«  medical  specialty  in  itself. 

As  word  of  success  of  modern  medical 
treatment  began  to  spread,  one  of  the  most 
important  side  developments  has  been  the 
accumulation  of  more  accurate  facts  about 
epilepsy. 

For  the  first  time  in  history  it  began  to  be 
possible  to  get  statistical  data  on  the  per¬ 
sonality,  intelligence,  educational,  vocational’ 
and  social  situation  of  people  with  epilepsy. 

Now  the  National  Epilepsy  League  was  able 
to  understand  more  fully  the  effects  of  the 
disorder  on  the  lives  of  its  victims. 


The  league  now  knew  that  epilespy  was  a 
major  health  problem,  affecting  1,500, 000 y 
people  in  this  country. 

It  knew  that  these  people  came  from  evefy 
geogrpahical  area,  from  both  sexes,  all  eco¬ 
nomic  groups,  all  intellectual  levels./And 
that  it  can  affect  anyone  at  any  age. 

As  the  National  Epilepsy  League's  /tudy  of 
the  problem  progressed,  it  became/apparent 
where  the  real  tragedy  in  epileps#  lay. 

Although  modern  medical  treatment  was 
now  effective  in  4  out  of  5  caseyit  was  availa¬ 
ble  in  only  1  out  of  5  cases. 

Think  what  it  would  me/n  if  only  1  in  5 
children  obtain  Salk  vaccine,  or  if  there  was  a 
cancer  control  available.to  only  one-fifth  of 
its  victims.  / 

The  reason  why  thfs  situation  obtains  in 
epilepsy  is  simply  /£he  scarcity  of  trained 
physicians  and  of  onnics  to  provide  the  treat¬ 
ment. 

And  then,  a sf  though  this  shortage  were 
not  torment  Enough,  still  another  problem 
of  tragic  proportions  arose.  Thousands  of 
letters  poured  in  to  the  league  office  from 
those  wh#  had  received  treatment  that  re¬ 
sulted  in  control  of  their  seizures. 

Wer/  these  paeans  of  Joy  and  triumph? 
No. /the  league  now  learned  that  the  psy¬ 
chological,  social  and  economic  consequences 
opheing  known  as  an  epileptic  were — in  many 
respects — more  devastating  than  the  seizures. 
The  writers  said: 

“I  am  still  shunned  by  my  neighbors." 

‘‘My  son  is  denied  an  opportunity  to  attend 
public  school.’’ 

“I  am  refused  employment  I  am  qualified 
to  hold.” 

So  it  was  that  about  a  decade  ago  the  Na¬ 
tional  Epilepsy  League  depided  it  would  work 
toward  solution  of  the  two  most  basic  prob¬ 
lems: 

1.  The  tremendous  shortage  of  medical  ex¬ 
perts  and  treatment  and  research  facilities 
necessary  to  serve  1,500,000  patients  with 
epilepsy. 

2.  Although  effective  medical  treatment  in 
the  majority  of  cases  had  been  discovered 
more  than  a  decade  earlier,  children  were 
still  denied  their  legal  rights  to  an  education 
in  the  public  schools. 

With  a  budget  of  $25,000  and  a  staff  that 
consisted  of  an  executive  and  a  clerical  force 
of  1  y2  persons,  the  league  tackled  these  huge 
jobs.  What  was  lacking  in  manpower  and 
funds  was  compensated  for  in  large  measure 
by  the  dedication,  insight,  and  diplomatic 
skills  of  the  league’s  national  director,  Ben 
k Gray.  Let  me  pause  here  to  say  that  his 
genius  in  making  that  tiny  amount  of  money 
ove  mountains  and  in  guiding  the  league 
over  its  first  plateau  must  stand  as  one  of  the 
outstanding  feats  of  voluntary  health  agency 
work  \)f  our  time.  So  high  has  been  his 
achievement  and  so  clear  the  course  he  has 
helped  to.  chart  that  his  successor  must  be 
forever  gr^eful  that  Ben  Gray  went  before. 
And  for  thevthousands  upon  thousands  of 
victims  of  epnepsy  who  have  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  come  tp  know  his  kind  of  under¬ 
standing  and  wisdom,  Ben  Gray’s  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  moden^  era  of  epilepsy  is  firmly 
inscribed. 

Now  it  also  becamKclear  that  because  of 
the  tremendous  size  aiW  many  facets  of  the 
problem,  only  a  recognition  of  the  disorder  as 
a  major  public  health  problem,  with  support 
by  tax  funds,  could  result  its  solution. 

A  solution  of  the  medical  problems  in  epi¬ 
lepsy  is  basic  to  a  solution  of  all  other  prob¬ 
lems.  The  league  came  to  thes.  conclusion 
that  a  National  Health  InstituteNimilar  to 
those  established  for  cancer  and  heart,  with 
annual  appropriations  by  Congress,  was 
needed. 

At  this  time  many  bills  had  been  preseMed 
in  both  Houses  of  Congress  proposing  flije 
setting  up  of  splinter  institutes  in  the  neurc 
logical  disorders. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


ing  of  t\e  east  front  In  Its  present  location 
would  coKt  at  least  $6  million,  and  that  It 
might  easiW  cost  $10.1  million  or  more,  de¬ 
pending  on  structural  problems  encountered. 
The  $10.1  miuton  figure  is  the  estimated  cost 
of  the  entire  e)»£t  front  extension  project. 

TS  QUALIFIED 

In  the  new  report,  the  architects  reduced 
and  qualified  flat  statements  they  made  at 
Senate  hearings  last  month  that  refacing  the 
present  front  would  cost  more  than  the  $10.1 
million  needed  to  extenchit. 

Yesterday’s  report,  based  on  new  studies, 
said  a  refacing  would  invorye  “too  many  in¬ 
tangibles  to  permit  an  accurate  (cost)  esti¬ 
mate  to  be  made.  There  ark  many  cracks 
which  extend  from  parapet  toNfooting  and 
some  of  them  extend  completely  through  the 
wall.  What  underpinning,  what  tie.  rods  and 
braces,  what  shoring  and  needling  Wiuld  be 
required  would  only  be  known  as  tni^  work 
progressed.’’ 

On  the  east  walls  alone,  however,  Nthe( 
architects  said  a  conservative  cost  estimate 
would  be  $2.5  million.  And  at  least  anotht 
$2.5  million,  they  said,  would  be  needed  to' 
replace  the  big  central  portico,  with  Its 
columns  and  pediment. 

Against  this  minimum  $5  million  refacing 
cost,  the  architects  said,  the  actual  cost  of 
building  the  extended  east  walls  and  portico 
would  be  $4,750,000.  But  the  $10.1  million 
figure  for  the  project  also  includes  $3.5  mil¬ 
lion  for  interior  work  within  the  extension 
and  $1,850,000  for  related  work  inside  the 
main  Capitol  and  for  a  contingency  margin. 

ALTERNATIVE  PROBLEM 

The  consultants  say  that  just  as  a  refac¬ 
ing  of  the  existing  east  front  presents  seri¬ 
ous  problems,  so  would  the  second  alterna¬ 
tive  cited  by  critics — a  piecemeal  replace¬ 
ment  of  isolated  wall  stones  and  ornaments 
as  they  show  signs  of  needing  it. 

When,  for  example,  should  the  replace¬ 
ments  be  made?  the  new  report  asks. 

“Should  it  be  necessary  for  a  stone  to  fall 
out  of  place?  Pieces  have  fallen  and  others 
may  fall  at  any  time.  Should  ornamental 
features  be  permitted  to  erode  to  oblivion 
before  they  are  replaced?  If  so,  what  will 
serve  the  carver  as  a  model?  One  of  the 
portico  capitals  (the  huge  ornaments  above 
the  portico  columns)  is  wired  together — 
should  it  be  replaced  now? 

“And  what  of  the  cornice  above  these 
column  capitals?  There  is  unquestionably, 
some  sort  of  dowel  or  anchor  between  the 
capital  and  cornice  and  between  the  capital 
and  column.  To  remove  a  capital,  these 
dowels  or  anchors  must  be  sawed  through 
and  the  means  of  anchoring  is  forever  lost./ 
As  one  capital  after  another  deteriorates  ar 
is  removed,  there  will  be  a  series  of  un an¬ 
chored  columns  *  *  *  devoid  of  any  lateral 
stability,  tottering  in  every  gale. 

“progressive  detachment 

“Perhaps  the  greatest  problem  Is  not  in 
the  matter  of  ornament,  but  in^the  simple 
masonry  of  the  walls.  When /one  outside 
stone  is  removed  and  replaced,  there  is  no 
way  by  which  the  new  stone  can  be  anchored 
to  the  inner  wall.  As  stone  after  stone  is 
cut  away,  there  will  eventually  develop  great 
areas  in  which  the  outsid'e  masonry  is  no  real 
part  of  the  wall,  contributing  nothing  to  its 
strength.  In  effect  there  would  be  ultimate¬ 
ly  a  free-standing  wall  •  *  *  which  we  could 
only  hope  would  be  able  to  support  and  resist 
the  load  against, Tt — a  vain  hope  in  view  of 
the  vertical  cracks  now  apparent. 

“Finally,  ajl  of  the  stones  set  under  the 
watchful  eye's  of  Thornton,  Latrobe  and  Bull¬ 
finch  will  eventually  be  replaced  and  only 
the  design  will  remain. 

“Shajf  the  replacements  be  of  enduring 
stone/br  of  the  same  soft  sandstone?  In  any 
event,  the  passing  years  would  see  the  east 
frpfit  as  a  hodgepodge  of  new,  old  and  me- 
nun-aged  stones,  some  with  3  coats  of  paint. 
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pecially  is  this  true  with  the  celebration 
of  Greek  Independence  Day.  / 

Greece  was  the  cradle  of  freedom,  and 
the  Greeks  were  the  people/  who 
evolved  the  idea  of  freedom  and  gave 
it  a  living  form.  In  the  long  and  glorious 
history  of  the  Greeks  there  a  r  e' many  im¬ 
portant  dates,  but  in  their  modern  his¬ 
tory  the  great  date  is  Marcel  25.  On  that 
day  in  the  year  1821,  (Greeks  revolted 
against  their  oppressor^  and  proclaimed 
their  national  independence. 

One  hundred  and- “thirty-seven  years 
ago  yesterday,  a  band  of  brave  Greeks 
under  the  leadership  of  a  dauntless 
archbishop  in  Patras  unfurled  the  ban 
ner  of  revolt  ^and  proclaimed  their  na¬ 
tional  indepefidence.  Prom  that  day  on, 
for  more  than  8  years,  Greek  warriors 
fought  bravely  against  the  forces  of 
the  Ottoman  Empire.  At  times,  the 
Greek/ 'cause  seemed  hopelessly  lost. 
Against  heavy  odds  the  Greeks  held  their 
owpC  even  when  they  witnessed  the 

_ _ _ o _  _  butchery  of  their  loved  ones.  These 

well-loved  appearance  of  the  building  .horrors  were  enough  to  rouse  the  powers 
be  changed.  Even  the  window  frames  f  -  of  the  West.  Western  powers  discarded 

their  neutrality  and  in  1827  began  to 
help.  Final  victory  came  in  the  naval 
battle  of  Navarino  on  October  10,  1827. 

Personally,  I  have  always  been  keenly 
interested  in  the  people  of  Greece.  I 
like  to  consider  myself  one  of  their 
warmest  sympathizers  and  sincerest 
champions. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  recog¬ 
nize  the  great  debt  of  all  mankind  to  the 
land  from  whence  came  our  inspiration 
for  independence.  We  have  helped  the 
Greeks  financially  and  with  technical 
assistance  and  in  a  military  way? 

The  people  of  our  country  have  joined 
with  those  of  Greece  in  celebrating  their 
day  of  independence. 


some  with  50;  some  details  sharp,  some  dull, 
some  gone  altogether.  Is  this  to  be  the  fu¬ 
ture  of  the  Capitol?” 

PLAN  RIDICULED 

A  number  of  critics  of  the  extension  pro¬ 
posal  have  picked  up  as  a  good  idea,  the 
third  alternate  approach  to  deal  with  the 
east  front — simply  to  scale  half  an  inch  or 
so  of  deteriorated  sandstone  off  the  old  east 
front. 

This  suggestion  came  in  a  Bureau  of 
Standards  report,  in  an  analysis  of  several 
cores  of  sandstone.  The  report  said  painting 
had  protected  most  of  the  stones’  interiors 
by  sealing  them  off  from  the  weather.  There¬ 
fore,  the  report  said,  the  problem  of  deteri¬ 
oration  might  be  solved  simply  by,  cutting 
away  the  rotten  outside. 

This  scheme  gets  the  shortest  attention 
from  the  Capitol’s  consultants  because,  they 
say  flatly,  it  is  ridiculous. 

It’s  ridiculous  because  the  Capitol’s  facade 
is  not  flat.  It  is  a  continuous  maze  of  elabo¬ 
rate  ornamentation,  of  carved  sculpture,  and 
columns,  cornices  and  scrolls.  Trim  a  half 
inch  off  some  of  them  and  nothing  is  left. 
Shave  a  half  inch  from  the  columns  and  their 
^chitectural  proportions  are  gone.  The  en- 
t: 

wo- 

woucfvt  fit. 

The  \lourth  alternative — to  do  nothing 
at  all  with  the  east  front  except  paint'' it 
regularly  apd  practice  regular  maintenance — - 
is  rejected\by  the  consultants  with/equal 
vigor. 

Capitol  Architect  J.  George  Ste&art  was 
asked  at  last  naonth’s  hearing  Whether  he 
had  enough  maintenance  money"  to  keep  the 
building  in  shape.  He  said  -  the  problem 
wasn’t  maintenances, but  that' the  east  front’s 
condition  arises  from,  such/basic  structural 
deficiencies  that  more  drastic  correction 
is  essential. 

CALL  FOR  RROT\CTION 

If  the  east  front. remain's  in  its  present 
condition,  the  consultants  insist,  the  areas 
below  either  should  be  roped 'off  to  pedes¬ 
trians  or  some  sort  of  protective,  scaffolding 
put  up. 

Julian  Bepfa,  Washington  architect  and 
chairman  at  a  Committee  to  Preserve  the 
National  Capitol,  suggested  to  the  Senate 
committee  that  deterioration  purposely 
might  -have  been  permitted  to  continue 
order/to  present  another  argument  for 
front  extension. 

is  probably  true  that  if  the  extension 
foject  had  never  been  in  the  picture,  Archi¬ 
tects  of  the  Capitol  long  ago  would  have  pro¬ 
posed  some  other  drastic  program  to  deal 
with  the  deteriorating  front. 

But  there  is  no  evidence  that  any  Archi¬ 
tect  of  the  Capitol — as  Mr.  Berla  implied — • 
has  closed  his  eyes  to  anything  which  could 
be  corrected  short  of  a  major  overhaul  of 
the  entire  front.  Indeed,  as  Mr.  Stewart  and 
Capitol  Architects  before  him  have  warned, 
the  real  dangers  lie  not  in  the  defects  that 
are  visible  today,  but  in  the  problems  which 
may  crop  up  as  the  result  of  hidden  defects 
tomorrow. 


GREEK  INDEPENDENCE  DAY 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
was  the  137th  anniversary  of  the  inde¬ 
pendence  of  Greece,  and  today  our  in¬ 
vocation  in  the  Senate  was  offered  by  the 
head  of  a  great  Greek  Orthodox  Church, 
Father  Nicholas  Stravrakis.  It  is  with 
much  personal  pride  that  I  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  Father  Stavrakis  is 
from  my  own  State  of  Maryland — from 
St.  Nicholas  Greek  Orthodox  Church  of 
Baltimore. 

The  celebration  of  independence  days 
are  always  of  great  significance.  Es- 


ONE  HUNDRED  EIGHTY-SECOND 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  FORMATION  OF 
STATE  LEGISLATURE  OF  SOUTH 
CAROLINA 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
vMr.  President,  this  is  a  proud  day  in  the 
’  history  of  the  legislature  of  my  native 
ite  of  South  Carolina.  At  4  o’clock 
in  “the  afternoon  of  March  26,  1776,  our 
il  assembly,  or  State  legislature, 
was  bdrn.  This  date  becomes  significant 
when  we  recall  that  it  was  not  until  3 
months  thereafter  that  our  Nation’s 
Declaration,  of  Independence  was  de¬ 
clared.  It  was  more  than  11  years  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  in  1787.  Delegates 
from  all  the  districts  in  the  Colony  of 
South  Carolina,  having  been  previously 
elected,  assembled  ih  Charleston  on  Jan¬ 
uary  11,  1775,  and  Organized  a  tempo¬ 
rary  Provincial  Congress.  On  February 
1,  1776,  these  delegates^prepared  a  for¬ 
mal  declaration,  the  essence  of  which 
provided  that  South  Carolina  “was  now 
and  by  her  own  act  a  free  anX  independ¬ 
ent  State.” 

It  was  on  the  26th  of  March  K776  that 
John  Rutledge  was  elected  president  and 
Henry  Laurens  vice  president  of  the  as¬ 
sembly.  The  terms  “governor” 
“lieutenant  governor”  were  shof 
thereafter  applied  to  these  respectiv 
offices.  A  State  Constitution  had 
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March  26 


ready  beeh,  considered  and  adopted  by 
the  delegates.  By  this  formal,  legisla¬ 
tive  act  of  a  free  assembly  not  only  was 
the  State  legislature  created,  but  also  at 
the  same  time\all  allegiance  to  any 
domination  by  an 'English  assembly  was 
renounced.  s. 

The  members  of  o\r  State  legislature 
have  every  reason  to  be  proud  on  this 
182d  anniversary.  The  Stress  and  strain 
of  current  problems  weigh  heavily  upon 
all  of  us.  Yet  we  do  well  to  pause  and 
reflect  upon  the  experience'' of  the  past. 
The  courage  with  which  our  ,  forebears 
met  their  trials  and  tribulations,,  affords 
ns  a  lamp  to  light  our  paths  Tor  the 
future.  A  knowledge  of  the  history  of 
our  legislative  growth,  of  the  sacrifices 
and  challenges  of  those  who  charted\its 
early  development  gives  us  a  fuller  un¬ 
derstanding  of  our  present  duty  and  re¬ 


the  years  our  State  legislature  has 
maintained  with  dignity  and  honor  the 
sacred  trust  which  has  been  our  cher¬ 
ished  heritage. 

I  salute  the  members  of  the  State 
Legislature  of  South  Carolina  as  I  re¬ 
mind  them  of  the  birthday  of  the  first 
free  legislative  assembly  in  the  United 
States.  I  may  proudly  say  that  the  leg¬ 
acy  given  us  has  not  been  treated 
lightly.  We  respect  the  traditions  of 
the  past  which  show  us  the  way  for  the 
future. 

The  accumulated  wisdom  of  our  fore¬ 
fathers,  the  painful  sufferings  and  bit¬ 
ter  experiences  which  were  theirs  to 
bear  are  a  constant  source  of  strength 
and  inspiration  to  all  of  us  who  are 
privileged  to  follow  the  high  standards 
they  set.  The  solution  of  the  problems 
we  face  today  and  those  which  will 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the/ 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  oi 
executive  business. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFIjJ'ftRED 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER /laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  messages  from' the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States'  submitting 
sundry  nominations,  whi/n  were  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  appropriate1' committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  Proceedings.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  reports  of  committees,  the  clerk 
will  state  the  nominations  on  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Calendar. 

DIPLOMATIC  AND  FOREIGN 
SERVICE 


sponsibility.  We  must  at  all  costs  keep  arise  tomorrow  is  made  less  difficult  by 


our  record  unsullied  and  unmarked  by 
the  distractions  that  would  thwart  our 
course  of  plain  duty.  We  shall  remember 
these  great  events.  We  shall  repeat  and 
dare  not  forget  them.  Our  children  must 
be  taught  these  lessons. 

Who  were  our  pioneers?  Henry  Lau¬ 
rens,  after  serving  as  lieutenant  gov¬ 
ernor,  was  called  to  larger  responsibili¬ 
ties.  He  was  designated  by  the  Conti¬ 
nental  Congress  as  its  second  president, 
succeeding  John  Hancock.  Henry  Lau¬ 
rens  served  from  1757  as  a  representative  ^ 
in  the  English  Commons  house  assembly* 
in  South  Carolina,  along  with  Lynch,  j 
Pinckney,  Gadsden,  and  others.  This  j 
experience  served  him  well.  These  first 
elected  legislators  of  South  Carolina  were  . 
deeply  grounded  in  constitutional  lib¬ 
erty.  They  loved  freedom.  They  hated 
tyranny.  They  were  men  of  eminence,  \ 
judgment,  foresight,  and  ability.  The 
history  of  our  legislature  has  been  en¬ 
riched  by  the  touch  of  genius  given  to  it ; 
by  such  men.  John  Adams,  after  only 
a  month’s  acquaintance  with  Henry 
Laurens,  said  of  him  in  a  letter  to  Mrs. 

Adams : 

I  feel  a  strong  affection  for  South  Carolina 
for  several  reasons : 

I  think  them  as  stanch  patriots  as  any  in 
America;  I  think  them  as  brave.  They  are 
the  only  people  in  America  who  have  main-  ' 
tained  a  post' and  defended  a  fort.  They  sent  i  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  : 
us  a  new  delegate  whom  I  greatly  admire, ,  permitted  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a : 
Mr.  Henry  Laurens,  their  lieutenant  governojTf  qu0rum  without  the  time  being  taken  I 


a  better  appreciation  of  our  inheritance. 
May  the  members  of  our  legislature  be 
ever  mindful  as  they  have  always  been, 
of  the  great  responsibility  resting  upon 
them  as  the  duly  elected  representatives 
of  the  people  for  the  expression  of  the 
sovereign  power  of  our  citizens.  Their/ 
labors  will  not  be  in  vain,  but  will  be 
fruitful  in  the  years  to  come.  Then 
He,  who  is  the  source  of  all  our  light, 
hope,  and  strength,  will  be  and  ,,  abide 
with  us  in  all  our  worthwhile  under- 
takings.  \  / 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  is 
there  further  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Rev- 
ercomb  in  the  chair).  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  business  is 
concluded;  and  the  Chair  lays  before 
the  Senate  the  unfinished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration  j 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup- [ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act] 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorized 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con-  |N 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other ; 
purposes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  1 1 


a  gentleman  of  great  fortune,  great  abilitie's, 
modesty  and  integrity,  and  great  experience, 
too.  If  all  the  States  would  send  us/Such 
men,  it  would  be  a  pleasure  to  be  he: 


Great  tribute  is  due  the 
ers  of  our  legislature.  Our 
system,  which  they  establis: 
our  people  the  most 


found- 
gislative 
d,  affords 
perfect 


means  of  expressing  their''  will.  Sover¬ 
eignty,  as  we  know  it,  and  all  sovereign 
power  are  vested  in  our  citizens.  It  is 
inherent  in  them.  Our  legislature  con¬ 
stituted  by  them  is/empowered  to  give 
full  and  meaningful  expression  to  the 
sovereign  powers  of  our  people.  The 
separate  and  independent  autonomy  of 
the  State  and  its  maintenance  and 
preservation  as  an  indestructible  unit  of  t 
our  National  Government  are  as  great' 
a  concerry  today  as  they  were  on  the  day 
of  their,  'creation.  The  measure  of  our 
duty  and  responsibility  as  individuals 
is  n^  less  sacred  or  important.  Through 


from  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there  j 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none,  ] 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  > 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call  \ 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  \ 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without  \ 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  executive  business. 


The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  Robert  Newbegin,  of  New 
Hampshire,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordi- 
naipy  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
ttes  of  America  to  Honduras. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  nomination  is  con¬ 
firmed. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Horace  H.  Smith,  of  Ohio,  to 
be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  Kingdom  of  Laos. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  nomination  is  con¬ 
firmed. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  James  S.  Moose,  Jr.,  of  Ar¬ 
kansas,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordi¬ 
nary  and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United 
States  of  America  to  the  Republic  of 
the  Sudan. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
during  the  period  I  have  served  in  the 
Senate,  many  thousands  of  executive 
nominations  have  been  considered.  I 
have  supported  the  great  majority  of 
these  appointments  following  the  recom- 
.mendation  of  the  committee  which  had 
reviewed  the  qualifications  of  the  nomi¬ 
nee.  Even  on  occasions  when  I  have 
been  less  than  enthusiastic  about  partic¬ 
ular/nominations,  I  have  sometimes 
gone  Mong  with  the  view  that  the  ap¬ 
pointment  had  to  be  made  and,  after  all, 
our  best 'people  were  not  interested  in 
public  service. 

This  afternoon,  however,  it  is  a  pleas¬ 
ure  for  me  to*,  support  an  exceptionally 
well-qualified  person  who  is  being  named 
to  represent  the  United  States  in  one  of 
the  troubled  areas  of  the  world.  I  refer  to 
James  S.  Moose,  Jr.ywho  has  been  nom¬ 
inated  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary 
and  Plenipotentiary  oftJie  United  States 
of  America  to  the  Republic  of  Sudan,  to 
succeed  Lowell  C.  Pinkerton,  the  first 
American  Ambassador  to  Sudan.  In  this 
case,  we  are  not  having  to  swl^low  medi¬ 
ocrity  because  Ambassador  Moose  is  an 
old  pro  who  knows  his  diplomatic 
business. 

Ambassador  Moose  is  a  native  Of  my 
State,  having  been  born  in  MorriPbon, 
Ark.  He  attended  the  Kentucky  Mili¬ 
tary  Institute  and  was  graduated  from 
the  University  of  Missouri  in  1922,  where 
he  was  a  member  of  Phi  Beta  Kappa. 
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AfteA  graduation  from  college,  he 
traveled\o  Mexico  and  enrolled  in  the 
Universidsd  Nacional  de  Mexico,  and  it 
was  here  heNdeveloped  his  interest  in  in¬ 
ternational  affairs.  In  January  1928, 
he  was  appointed  a  Foreign  Service  of¬ 
ficer.  After  a  tour  of  duty  as  vice  consul 
at  Salonika,  Greece,  Mr.  Moose  was  as¬ 
signed  to  L’Ecole  Nationale  des  Langues 
Orientales  Vivantes \t  Paris  for  special 
instruction  and  became  one  of  our  first 
Arabic  language  officer^  in  the  Foreign 
Service.  As  evidence  of  rus  attainment, 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  course,  the  prin¬ 
cipal  of  the  school  included  in  his  custo¬ 
mary  progress  report  his  desire  to  ap¬ 
point  Mr.  Moose  a  member  of\the  fac¬ 
ulty. 

After  this  special  schooling,  Mr.  Moose 
was  assigned  at  Beirut  in  1932,  Nwith 
other  Near  Eastern  postings  following  at 
Baghdad,  Teheran,  Jidda  and  Damascr 
In  1942,  he  opened  the  American  Lega^ 
tion  at  Jidda  and  later  became  Minister 
Resident,  thereby  becoming  the  first 
American  envoy  to  reside  in  Saudi 

He  served  as  Chief  of  the  Division  of 
African  Affairs  and  Deputy  Director  of 
the  Office  of  African  and  Near  Eastern 
Affairs  in  the  Department  of  State. 

In  1952,  he  was  appointed  Minister  to 
Syria.  VWien  the  post  was  made  an 
embassy,  Mr.  Moose  was  elevated  to  the 
rank  of  ambassador  and  was  promoted 
to  the  rank  of  career  minister. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  known  Ambassa¬ 
dor  Moose  for  many  years.  He  is  an 
erudite  and  dedicated  Foreign  Service 
Officer.  He  had  a  goal  in  life,  prepared 
himself  by  studying  difficult  and  un¬ 
usual  subjects,  and  is  now  succeeding  in 
the  fulfillment  of  that  high  standard  re¬ 
quired  of  our  ambassadors. 

Mr.  President,  Ambassador  Moose  was 
reared  in  the  central  part  of  my  State. 
He  has  acquired  the  ability  of  speaking, 
reading,  and  writing  of  French,  the  art 
of  speaking  and  reading  Arabic  and  Per¬ 
sian,  and  the  reading  of  both  Spanish 
and  Turkish. 

Ambassador  Moose  has  a  keen  and 
deep  understanding  of  the  people  of  the 
Arabic  world,  and  the  problems  they, 
face.  And  yet,  Mr.  President,  despite  th? 
fact  that  Ambassador  Moose  has  devotea 
his  life  serving  our  country  in  all  parts 
of  the  world,  he  has  still  maintained 
close  relationship  with  his  native-'Btate. 
On  every  possible  occasion  he  returns  to 
Arkansas  and  it  is  a  source  of  inspira¬ 
tion  to  our  people  to  learn  ot  his  experi¬ 
ences  in  diplomatic  relations  throughout 
the  world. 

While  in  Syria,  where^he  served  from 
1952  to  1957,  Ambassador  Moose  was 
confronted  with  one  ti. f  the  most  difficult 
assignments  in  th  Near  East.  As  we  all 
know,  during  thiyperiod,  Syria  was  go¬ 
ing  through  a  dhaotic  political  period 
which  resulted/in  the  overthrow  of  the 
Shishakli  regime  in  1954.  Also  during 
this  period  there  were  numerous 
changes  hr  the  Government  and  an  ex¬ 
cessive  afnount  of  foreign  interference 
in  Syrian  affairs  with  the  preponder- 
anceAf  such  influence  working  against 
the /United  States  objectives  in  Syria. 
7ith  his  long  experience  in  Near  East- 
fn  affairs,  his  familiarity  with  Arabic, 


the 


and  his  unusual  knowledge  of  the  psy¬ 
chology  of  the  peoples  of  the  Near  East 
and  of  the  political  trends  in  the  Arab 
world.  Ambassador  Moose  was  extraordi¬ 
narily  competent  in  assessing  and  dealing 
with  the  most  difficult  and  complex 
situations  prevalent  in  Syria. 

Ambassador  Moose  has  been  nomi¬ 
nated  as  this  Nation’s  envoy  to  the 
Republic  of  Sudan,  which  achieved 
independence  on  January  1,  1956.  The 
Sudan  covers  an  area  roughly  one-third 
the  size  of  the  continental  United  States 
and  has  an  estimated  population  of 
twelve  million.  Although  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  Sudan  is  extremely 
limited,  the  Sudanese  Government  offi¬ 
cials  have  expressed  an  interest  in  for-1 
eign  assistance  directed  toward  their 
economic  development. 

To  this  ambassadorial  assignment, 
James  S.  Moose  brings  a  rich  background 
of  many  years’  experience  and  proven 
^ability  in  dealing  with  Near  Eastern 
copies. 

[e  has  served  in  practically  all  of 
Arttb  capitals  at  various  times,  and  is 
friendly  terms  with  political,  culturj 
and  Spiritual  leaders  of  the  Arabic 
world.  Nit  is  my  belief  these  peopled will 
profit  froj|i  their  association  with  Am¬ 
bassador  Mpose.  They  will  611^  him  a 
scholar,  well-informed,  with  the  ability 
to  understand  dheir  problems  and  to  con¬ 
vey  an  understanding  of  omr way  of  life. 
We  in  Arkansas  ike  proud  of  Ambassador 
Moose  and  of  tne  fulfillment'  of  his 
aspirations.  We  khpw/our  country  will 
be  proud  of  him  as  pur  Ambassador  to 
Sudan.  Through  tniskmutual  associa¬ 
tion  with  the  peoples  of 'Sudan,  the  spir¬ 
itual,  cultural,  and  educational  welfare 
of  the  entire/world  will-  be  greatly 
enhanced. 

It  is  my  hof>e  the  Senate  wilkfavorably 
consider  the  confirmation  of  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  James  S.  Moose,  Jr\  to  be 
Ambasszuior  to  the  Republic  of  Sudan. 

The/PRESIDENG  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmei 
Le  legislative  clerk  read  the  nominJ 
tidn  of  Robert  F.  Woodward,  of  Minne- 
>ta,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary 
and  Plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States 
of  America  to  Uruguay. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  the  President  be  imme¬ 
diately  notified  of  all  nominations  con¬ 
firmed  this  day.  ,  ' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  President  will  be  notified 
forthwith. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  resume  the 
consideration  of  legislative  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of 
legislative  business. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  11470)  to 


adjust  the  .method  of  computing  basic 
pay  for  officers  and  enlisted  members  of 
the  uniformed  services,  to  provide’  pro¬ 
ficiency  pay  for  enlisted  members’mere- 
of,  and  for  other  purposes,  iiywhich  it 
requested  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate. 


HOUSE  BILL  REFERRED 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1147^  to  adjust  the 
method  of  computingyoasic  pay  for  offi¬ 
cers  and  enlisted  numbers  of  the  uni¬ 
formed  services,  to’  provide  proficiency 
pay  for  enlisted  /nembers  thereof,  and 
for  other  purposes,  was  read  twice  by  its 
title  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Servic 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  the  Kerr  amendment  is  the 
pending  question.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  the  Kerr  amend¬ 
ment  proposing  to  strike  out  a  certain 
_  section  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  A  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  2  hours 
of  debate  are  reserved  to  the  proponents, 
and  2  hours  to  the  opponents.  Is  that 
correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  if  he  is 
ready,  will  now  allot  to  himself  such 
time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  allot  myself  10  minutes 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  yesterday  there  was  a 
good  deal  of  discussion  as  to  whether 
words  mean  what  they  say  or  mean 
what  the  authors  of  the  words  would 
like  to  have  them  mean.  Statements 
and  repetitions  were  made  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  friend,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  about 
safety  and  about  effectiveness,  and  he 
referred  especially  to  subsection  3  of 
the  bill,  beginning  at  line  18  on  page  21. 
He  talked  about  how  unsafe  signs  were. 
Then  he  said  that  subparagraph  3  was 
only  a  part  of  a  portion  of  the  stand¬ 
ards  which  had  to  be  prescribed  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  The  language  of  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
must  prescribe  rules  and  standards 
which  will  provide  for  “signs  not  larger 
than  500  square  inches.” 

I  am  placing  some  signs  of  that  size 
at  the  rear  of  the  Chamber.  I  submit 
to  Senators  that  they  would  constitute 
a  safety  hazard,  not  a  safety  device. 
I  submit  that  people  driving  along  the 
highway,  if  it  is  the  time  of  day  when 
they  are  looking  for  directions  to  a 
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motel  or  a  service  station  or  a  restau¬ 
rant,  or  some  other  facility,  will  be 
looking  for  a  sign  along  the  road  direct¬ 
ing  them  to  the  facility  of  which  they 
are  in  need  or  about  to  be  in  need.  I 
submit  it  is  utterly  ridiculous  to  pre¬ 
scribe  by  law  that  a  sign  on  a  highway, 
calculated  to  be  of  service  to  a  travel¬ 
ing  citizenship,  cannot  be  larger  than 
500  square  inches.  Instead  of  being  a 
safety  factor,  it  would  be  a  device  cal¬ 
culated  to  result  in  danger  and  accident 

o  nH  H  d  m  q  exp 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  When  the  500-inch 
amendment  was  offered  in  committee, 
will  the  Senator  tell  the  Senate  whether 
he  voted  in  favor  of  the  amendment  or 
against  it? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  voted  for  it.  Now  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  a  ques¬ 
tion.  When  the  amendment  was  finally 
approved  by  the  subcommittee  and  of¬ 
fered  as  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  did 
the  Senator  from  California  vote  for  it 
or  against  it? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  mistaken. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  voted  for  the  bill.  I 
voted  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  voted 
against  the  amendment  which  is  now  a 
part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  voted  for  the  amend- 
1  ment. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  voted  for  the  500-inch  amend¬ 
ment  because  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  against  the  entire  amendment. 
He  believes  it  is  a  piece  of  folly.  He 
thinks  it  is  the  result  of  a  mistaken 
concept  of  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  comforted  for 
many  years  in  the  Senate  by  the  feeling 
that  my  friend  from  California,  with  his 
eminent  ability  and  capacity,  was 
alined  with  me  and  the  forces  of  free¬ 
dom.  One  of  my  great  disappointments 
since  I  came  to  the  Senate  is  that  my 
friend  from  California  has  become  a 
casualty  in  the  fight  for  that  cause. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Will  the 
Senator  replace  on  the  easel  the  Jo 
Doakes  sign?  Is  that  an  actual  sign,  or 
has  it  been  made  up  for  illustration 
purposes? 

Mr.  KERR.  All  these  signs  are 
samples.  I  asked  that  some  samples  be 
prepared  which  would  be  calculated  to 
present  to  the  traveling  public  infor¬ 
mation  on  hotels,  motels,  restaurants, 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Of 
course  the  size  of  the  signs  and  the 
shape  of  the  signs  were  selected  by  the 
person  who  made  them.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Did  that 
person  also  take  care  of  the  spelling  of 
Jo  Doake’s  name? 

Mr.  KERR,  i  am  unable  to  answer 
that  question.  If  there  is  any  error  in 


the  spelling,  I  must  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  was 
wondering  whether  the  Jo  Doake’s 
garage  is  being  operated  by  a  man  or  a 
woman. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  there  is  an  error  in  it, 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  must  take 
responsibility  for  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  do  not 
want  to  place  any  responsibility  on  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  have  advised  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  that  I  did  not 
prepare  the  sign.  Neither  am  I  ac¬ 
quainted  with  Jo  Doakes.  Not  being  ac¬ 
quainted  with  Jo  Doakes,  I  would  have 
no  more  ability  to  advise  anyone  as  to 
the  sex  of  Jo  Doakes  than  would  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota,  and  perhaps 
not  so  much. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thought 
perhaps  the  “e”  had  been  misplaced  in 
the  name. 

Mr.  KERR.  Where  would  the  Senator 
place  the  “e”? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  would 
have  put  it  after  “Jo.”  I  would  spell  the 
name  “J-o-e.” 

Mr.  KERR.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  “e”  in  “Doakes”  be  transferred 
so  as  to  become  a  part  of  the  name  “Jo.” 
The  sign  would  then  read  “Joe  Doaks.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  object.  I  Laugh¬ 
ter.  1 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Cotton  in  the  chair) .  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  withdraw  my 
objection. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  again  heard. 

Mr.  KERR.  Another  objection  was 
heard,  but  not  the  same  one. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  Another  objection 
is  heard 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  may  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  from  Oklahoma 
that  I  am  not  able  to  stay  in  the  Chamber 
at  this  time  because  of  another  commit¬ 
ment.  However,  I  wish  to  assure  my 
friend  from  Oklahoma  that  all  Repub¬ 
licans  have  not  deserted  the  cause  of 
freedom.  I  am  one  Republican  who  in¬ 
tends  to  stand  with  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  on  his  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arizona,  and  I  say  to  him 
that  his  statement  in  this  regard  is  en¬ 
tirely  consistent  with  the  very  worthy 
record  he  has  made  of  standing  four¬ 
square  in  protecting  what  rights  the 
States  still  have  from  further  encroach¬ 
ment  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  so  that  I 
may  ask  a  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona? 

Mr.  KERR.  Certainly.  However,  I 
must  warn  the  Senator  from  California 
that  he  does  so  at  his  peril. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Perhaps  that  is  why 
I  am  a  little  nervous  this  morning. 


I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  whether  he  has  been  correctly 
quoted  to  the  effect  that  he  intends  to 
offer  a  national  right-to-work  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  apply  to  every  State  in 
the  American  Union.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  The  Senator  is 
incorrect  in  that  statement.  I  have  not 
offered  a  national  right-to-work  amend¬ 
ment  in  any  sense  of  the  word.  I  have 
offered  an  amendment  which  would  re¬ 
move  the  30-day  clause  of  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act.  If  the  Senator  indicates 
by  his  question  that  he  wishes  to  stand 
with  me  on  that  ground,  I  welcome  him. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  In  suggesting  that  I 
stand  with  the  Senator  from  Arizona  let 
me  ask  whether  it  is  the  Senator’s  belief 
that  Congress  should  enact  legislation  to 
provide  for  the  right  to  work  across  the 
country? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  No.  I  have  said 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  I  do  not 
believe  in  national  right-to-work  legis¬ 
lation.  I  believe  in  voluntary  unionism. 
I  believe  in  the  freedom  of  the  working 
man  to  join  or  not  to  join  a  union. 

If  the  Senator  from  California  is  try¬ 
ing  to  read  into  my  suggested  amend¬ 
ment  a  national  right-to-work  proposal, 
he  is  a  little  far  afield. 

Before  I  could  answer  him  further, 
I  would  have  to  ask  his  permission  to 
drink  some  of  the  water  his  State  takes 
from  my  State,  so  that  I  would  have  the 
strength  to  go  forward  with  a  discussion 
on  the  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  myself  an  addi¬ 
tional  10  minutes.  I  will  welcome  any 
questions  which  my  good  friend  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California,  wishes  to  ask  me; 
but,  in  the  future,  if  he  wants  to  wander 
aside  into  fields  of  exploration  unknown 
to  him  and  foreign  to  the  subject  the 
Senate  is  considering,  I  urgently  request 
that  he  give  serious  thought  to  doing  it 
on  his  own  time. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  a  few  things 
about  the  amendment  which  I  think 
Senators  would  be  interested  to  know. 
To  begin  with,  S.  3414,  which  is  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  is,  although  some  of  its 
sponsors  seem  to  be  unaware  of  it,  an 
emergency  highway  construction  bill.  It 
is  in  the  form  of  a  grant. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Is  it 
not  probably  true  that  if  it  were  not  for 
the  unemployment  in  the  Nation  at  pres¬ 
ent,  Congress  would  not  be  considering 
a  highway  bill  at  this  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  please  repeat  his  question? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  If  it 
were  not  for  the  unemployment  in  the 
United  States  at  present,  is  it  not 
doubtful  that  a  highway  bill  would  be 
under  consideration  at  this  session  of 
Congress? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  eminently  correct.  If  it  were 
not  for  the  critical  situation  relating  to 
increasing  unemployment,  certainly  the 
bill  would  not  now  be  before  the  Senate ; 
and  there  is  no  way  to  determine  defi- 
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nitely  that  it  would  have  come  before 
the  Senate  at  all  this  year. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Is  it 
not  true  that  the  section  to  which  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  now  re¬ 
ferring  does  not  have  anything  to  do 
with  relieving  unemployment,  but  is 
really  a  police  or  a  legislative  matter, 
in  the  form  of  a  directive  to  the  various 
States? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is  a  hybrid  product,  I 
may  say  to  my  friend  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  I  would  not  want  to  limit  myself 
to  saying  that  either  of  the  terms  fully 
describes  it;  but  all  of  the  terms  are  ap¬ 
plicable;  yes. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  bill  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  provides  for  emergency  highway 
construction.  '  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  tMr.  Gore]  said  that,  when  im¬ 
plemented,  it  would  provide  500,000  jobs. 
I  wish  that  were  correct.  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  will  provide  an  additional 
200,000  jobs,  so  far  as  its  emergency  fea¬ 
tures  for  accelerated  highway  construc¬ 
tion  are  concerned.  But  while  it  is 
stepping  up  the  employment  of  men  on 
the  highways,  it  will  create  unemploy¬ 
ment  in  many  other*  businesses  now 
operating  in  the  United  States.  The 
tragedy  is  that  the  section  now  under 
consideration  has  no  connection  with  the 
purpose  of  S.  3414,  which,  as  I  said  a 
moment  ago,  is  to  provide  additional 
grants  of  money  in  aid  to  the  States. 

Section  12  seeks  to  be  the  instrument 
to  grasp  power  from  the  States.  The  bill 
provides  for  a  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram;  yet  it  is  sought  to  make  it  a  bill 
to  regulate  billboards.  It  is  a  bill  to 
speed  up  the  construction  of  defense 
highways.  If  Senators  will  refer  to  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  they  will  find  that 
Congress  declared  a  policy  of  seeking  to 
erect  a  system  of  interstate  and  defense 
highways. 

The  sponsors  of  section  12  seek  to 
make  the  highways  created  by  Congress 
and  started  by  the  people  as  defense 
highways  into  a  sort  of  dream  world,  an 
aesthetic  Alice  in  Wonderland,  to  con¬ 
form  to  a  dreamful  fancy  totally  dis¬ 
sociated  from  the  requirements  of  reality 
and  the  'purposes  of  the  enactment  of 
the  program  of  building  a  system  of 
interstate  and  defense  highways. 

S.  3414  is  a  bill  to  halt  and  reverse  the 
recession  now  bedeviling  the  Nation;  to 
give  employment,  as  was  suggested  by 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin],  to  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
now  unemployed.  The  proponents  of 
section  12  would  make  it  an  instrument 
to  create  unemployment.  They  would 
make  it  an  instrument  to  put  tens  of 
thousands  of  people  now  employed  out 
of  work. 

S.  3414  is  a  bill  designed  to  reinforce 
the  opportunities  of  small  business  with¬ 
out  limit.  When  we  contemplate  what 
will  result  from  the  building  of  all  41,000 
miles  of  interstate  and  defense  high¬ 
ways;  when  we  contemplate  the  addi¬ 
tional  opportunities  for  the  reinforce¬ 
ment  of  existing  small  businesses  and  the 
starting  of  new  ones;  we  get  a  great  thrill 
out  of  a  very  constructive  feature  of  a 
road-building  program.  Yet  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  section  12  would  create  an  instru¬ 


mentality  for  the  destruction  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  small  businesses.  They  would 
make  it  a  juggernaut  of  Federal  control 
in  a  realm  or  a  field  where  the  Federal 
Government  has  never  yet  dared  to  put 
its  foot. 

In  1944  Congress  adopted  the  Ran¬ 
dolph  amendment,  which  provided  that 
under  no  circumstances  could  Federal 
funds,  appropriated  as  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States  for  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  be  used  as  an  instrumentality  of 
coercion  and  intimidation  in  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  governments. 

The  sponsors  of  section  12  would  put 
the  needle — the  hypodermic  needle — 
into  the  States,  inoculating  them  with 
twilight  sleep.  While  the  States  were 
in  that  twilight  zone  of  semiunconscious¬ 
ness,  the  proponents  of  section  12  would 
steal  from  the  States  the  power  the 
States  now  have  to  regulate  what  is  to 
be  built  along  the  highways  within  their 
boundaries.  When  the  States  awakened 
from  the  twilight  sleep  which  would  be 
imposed  upon  them,  they  would  find  that 
the  power  they  had  had  from  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  Union  to  be  the  sole  regula¬ 
tory  power  of  what  was  built  along  their 
highways,  had  been  stolen  from  them  by 
the  Federal  Government.  What  would 
they  have  received  in  return?  The  same 
thing  that  Judas  Iscariot  received  for 
the  betrayal  of  his  Master — pieces  of 
silver.  For  the  first  time  since  I  have 
been  a  Member  of  this  body,  an  effort  is 
being  made  to  offer  the  sovereign  States 
pieces  of  silver  in  return  for  their  sov¬ 
ereignty.  The  proponents  of  section  12 
are  seeking  to  empower  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  be  in  the  posture  of  saying 
to  State  highway  departments,  “Come 
unto  me.  If  you  want  a  little  more 
money,  and  if  you  will  make  with  me  a 
contract  whereby  you  will  endeavor  to 
surrender  the  police  power  and  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  your  State,  I  will  give  you,  in 
return,  a  few  million  dollars." 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  if  the 
Federal  Government  can  buy  State  sov¬ 
ereignty  with  reference  to  the  control  of 
the  State  highways,  then  the  Federal 
Government  can  buy  State  sovereignty 
with  reference  to  everything  else  which 
men  now  seek  to  keep  within  the  control 
of  their  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mor¬ 
ton  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized  for 
5  more  minutes. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  at  this  point  will  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Would 
not  it  be  just  as  reasonable  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  offer  certain 
financial  inducements  to  the  National 
Guard  in  the  various  States? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  eminently  correct.  There 
would  be  just  as  much  justification  to 
pass  a  law  providing  that  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  could  make  with  the  adjutant 
general  of  a  State,  a  contract  by  means 
of  which  the  adjutant  general  of  the 


State  would  be  empowered  to  surrender 
to  the  Department  of  Defense,  in  return 
for  money,  the  sovereignty  of  the  State 
with  reference  to  some  phase  of  its  own 
National  Guard. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I  am 
trying  to  point  out  that  this  is  a  danger¬ 
ous  precedent.  Regardless  of  how  one 
may  feel  about  the  control  of  billboard 
advertising  along  the  Interstate  System, 
this  is  a  dangerous  precedent. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President,  if  men  wish  to  control 
billboards  along  the  highways,  let  them 
have  the  courage  to  do  1  of  2  things: 
Either  implement  a  program  of  purchas¬ 
ing  from  the  owner,  of  the  right  along 
the  highway,  his  property,  and  thus  pay 
him  for  it;  or  pass  a  law  whereby,  under 
the  recognized  process  of  eminent  do¬ 
main,  an  effort  would  be  made  to  ac¬ 
quire  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  think  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  the  power,  nor  do 
I  think  a  State  has  the  power,  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  principle  of  eminent  domain 
to  acquire  an  interest  in  a  person’s  prop¬ 
erty  for  an  esthetic  purpose.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  contemplated  under  the 
law  of  eminent  domain. 

But  if  men  have  courage,  and  if  they 
favor  the  control  of  areas  along  a  high¬ 
way,  they  should  approach  the  matter 
in  the  American  way,  either  by  exercis¬ 
ing  the  power  of  sovereignty  to  obtain 
control  on  the  basis  of  paying  for  it,  as 
adjudicated  by  a  court ;  or  by  seeking  to 
purchase  it  from  the  owner,  on  the  basis 
of  negotiation  and  barter,  whereby  he 
would  be  paid  for  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  courtesy  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  in  giving  me  this  opportunity 
to  make  this  statement  at  this  point  in 
his  remarks.  I  certainly  wish  to  say 
now,  as  I  said  on  yesterday,  that  I  do 
not  believe  the  Federal  Government  has 
the  right,  under  eminent  domain,  to  take 
property  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
the  erection  of  billboards.  I  believe  the 
Federal  Government,  with  the  consent 
of  the  State  concerned,  may  acquire 
rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  a 
highway.  I  do  not  believe  it  has  the  right 
of  eminent  domain,  nor  do  I  believe  it 
has  the  police  power  to  prohibit  bill¬ 
boards  off  the  right-of-way  of  a  high¬ 
way,  on  the  private  property  of  the  per¬ 
sons  who  own  the  land  along  the  high¬ 
way.  I  so  stated  during  the  hearings. 

In  fact,  at  one  point  during  the  hear¬ 
ings,  when  there  was  presented  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  Federal  Government  could 
prohibit  the  erection  of  billboards,  I 
challenged  the  person  who  was  making; 
that  statement  to  cite  any  Supreme  Court 
decision  which  w*ould  show  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  had  such  a  police- 
power.  The  only  decision  cited,  in  an¬ 
swer  to  that  challenge,  was  a  Supreme 
Court  decision  affecting  the  District  of 
Columbia.  I  pointed  out  at  once  that 
that  proved  the  point,  inasmuch  as  Con¬ 
gress  has  full  power  to  legislate  for  the 
District  of  Columbia,  by  virtue  of  the 
Constitution;  but  Congress  does  not 
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have  a  comparable  police  power  with  re¬ 
spect  to  rights  in  the  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota.  I  could  not 
be  in  more  complete  agreement  with  him. 

I  do  not  believe  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  the  power  to  exercise  the  right, 
of  eminent  domain  to  acquire  real  estate 
for  the  purpose  of  prohibiting  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  a  billboard  on  it ;  nor  do  I  believe 
that  a  State  has  that  constitutional 
power.  Furthermore,  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  sponsors  of  section  12  believe 
that  either  the  Federal  Government  or 
the  State  has  such  power.  But  what 
they  seek  to  do  by  means  of  section  12 
is  to  seduce  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment,  for  money,  in  return  for  pieces  of 
silver,  to  put  a  pistol  in  the  hand  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  to  let 
him  do,  by  means  of  the  pistol,  what 
neither  the  State  nor  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  has  the  constitutional 
authority  to  do. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  wish  to  observe  that 
when  the  States  were  included  among 
the  governmental  bodies  which  cannot 
exercise  eminent  domain  in  a  case  such 
as  this,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
use  of  signboards  on  adjacent  property, 
the  denial  of  that  right  is  based  upon 
the  fact  that  the  negative  easement  in¬ 
volved  in  that  sort  of  proceeding  is  not 
a  taking  of  property  within  the  Consti¬ 
tution  and  within  the  laws  of  the  several 
States  pertaining  to  eminent  domain. 
Am  I  correct  about  that? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  eminently 
correct,  and  the  sponsors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  are  aware  of  it.  Many  of  them  are 
distinguished  lawyers.  Mr.  President, 
they  are  trying  to  legalize  between  a 
State  highway  department,  which  has 
no  such  authority,  and  a  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  who  has  no  such  authority, 
a  contract  between  two  parties,  neither 
one  of  whom  has  any  such  authority, 
whereby  they  will  be  able  to  deprive  third 
parties  who  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  of  their  private  property  without 
compensation. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  first  time 
since  I  have  been  a  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  Senators  have  seriously  tried 
to  deprive  American  citizens  of  their 
property  without  compensation.  It  is 
the  first  time  since  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  that  Senators  have 
seriously  tried  to  seduce  States  into  bar¬ 
tering  their  sovereignty  in  return  for 
pieces  of  silver. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  aware  of  a  similar  instance, 
whereby  an  officer  of  a  State  highway 
department  has  sought  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to 
nullify  and  set  aside  State  laws,  city 
zoning  ordinances,  and  so  forth,  which 
are  applicable  in  the  States? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Nebraska  has  described  in 
clear,  concise,  and  accurate  words 'a 


part  of  the  effort  presently  being  made; 
and  I  appreciate  his  statement.  If  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  no  respect  for  the  sacred 
rights  of  property  of  individuals,  how 
can  Government  expect  people  to  abide 
by  the  laws?  If  Government  seeks  to 
have  a  State  highway  department,  with¬ 
out  any  authority  to  do  so,  arm  a  Cabi¬ 
net  officer  in  Washington,  whose  future 
identity  is  indeterminable,  with  a  pistol 
to  take  property  from  citizens  without 
compensation,  to  nullify  existing  zoning 
ordinances  of  cities,  municipalities,  and 
local  governments,  without  compensa¬ 
tion,  but  by  coercion  and  force,  how  can 
Government  expect  citizens  to  have  re¬ 
gard  for  law? 

If  Government  undertakes  to  arm  its 
agencies  with  the  means  to  ride  rough¬ 
shod  over  legally  vested  interests,  de¬ 
priving  citizens  of  what  belongs  to  them, 
depriving  States  of  rights  which  by  the 
Constitution  were  retained  for  them, 
how  can  Government  expect  citizens  to 
respect  the  integrity  and  the  dignity  of 
Government? 

I  noticed  the  remarks  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel]  when  he  spoke  about  protect- 
ihg  the  rights  of  California,  at  the  time 
he  was  introducing  his  bill.  He  said : 

In  California,  the  enactment  of  legislation 
dealing  with  the  use  of  property  has  always 
been  recognized  primarily  as  a  function  of 
local  government. 

He  said  further: 

The  point  I  make  is  that  the  State  govern¬ 
ment  of  California  under  its  constitution 
can  exercise — • 

And  I  invite  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  California  to  listen  to  this - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  myself  an  addi¬ 
tional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  recognized  for  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  said  this  on  the 
floor  the  other  day - 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  is  the  Senator 
reading? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  reading  from  page 
1335  of  the  Congressional  Record  of 
February  3,  1958: 

The  point  I  make  Is  that  the  State  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  California  under  its  constitu¬ 
tion  can  exercise  its  authority  in  the  field 
of  property  use  only  in  the  areas  of  my 
State  which  lie  outside  incorporated  cities. 

Yet,  the  Senator  from  California  seeks 
to  provide  his  State  highway  department 
with  the  ability  to  give  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  a  power  which  under  the 
State  of  California  Constitution  his 
State  does  not  have. 

I  glorified  in  his  defense  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution  the  other  day.  I  am  shocked 
now  to  see  him  sponsoring  an  amend¬ 
ment  which,  if  valid  and  enforced,  would 
leave  the  constitution  of  the  State  of 
California  in  a  shambles. 

I  remind  Senators  similar  provisions 
are  in  the  constitutions  of  many  of  the 
States,  provisions  which  would  reserve 
to  the  States  or  give  to  their  local  com¬ 
munities  certain  rights  of  local  self¬ 


government.  Yet,  if  section  12  shall  be 
enacted,  and  shall  be  held  to  be  valid, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  will  be  armed 
with  a  pistol  to  make  tatters  of  State 
constitutions,  to  make  tatters  of  local 
zoning  ordinances,  to  make  worthless 
pieces  of  paper  out  of  titles  to  property. 

We  are  talking  about  a  strip  of  land 
660  feet  wide  along  41,000  miles  of  high¬ 
way,  or  a  total  of  1,320  feet.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  could  induce  or 
seduce  highway  departments  of  States 
into  entering  into  a  contract,  section  12 
would  enable  him  to  proscribe  and  pro¬ 
hibit  the  use  by  the  owners  of  that  1,320 
feet  along  41,000  miles  of  interstate 
highways  and  it  would  enable  him  to 
take  from  those  owners  and  their  de- 
scendents  at  the  point  of  a  pistol,  with¬ 
out  paying  them,  the  rights  in  perpetuity 
to  make  legal  and  valid  use  of  that  prop¬ 
erty. 

The  proponents  say  they  are  doing 
that  to  protect  culture.  What  kind  of 
culture?  The  culture  of  the  supremacy 
of  a  Secretary  of  Commerce  over  the 
rights  of  the  sovereign  States,  over  the 
property  rights  of  individuals,  over  mu¬ 
nicipal  ordinances?  In  heaven’s  name, 
what  kind  of  culture  is  that?  I  will  tell 
you,  Mr.  President.  It  is  the  kind  of 
culture  one  can  find  in  Russia.  It  is  the 
kind  of  culture  Hitler  went  down  the 
drain  for  trying  to  implement  in  Ger¬ 
many.  Local  rights  and  State  rights  and 
vested  rights  would  be  kicked  out  the 
window  and  flushed  down  the  drain  by  a 
Secretary  of  Commerce  armed  with  a 
pistol,  given  him  by  a  State  highway 
department.  That  is  the  kind  of  cul¬ 
ture  it  would  be. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
should  like  to  add  to  the  Senator’s  very 
vivid  description  of  the  1,320-foot  strip 
of  land  in  various  places  of  our  country, 
that  in  addition  thereto  there  is  the  road 
itself,  consisting  of  330  feet,  which  would 
be  taken  from  people  in  the  various 
States  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  eminently 
correct;  and  often  that  would  be  done 
against  the  will  of  the  people.  They 
would  be  compelled  to  sell  the  property 
under  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 
When  the  people  go  before  a  jury  of  their 
peers,  seeking  to  get  compensation  for 
a  right-of-way,  how  many  times  have  we 
heard  the  attorneys  of  those  seeking  to 
obtain  that  property  by  eminent  domain 
say,  "Yes,  we  are  taking  this  property 
away  from  this  man  and  his  family  and 
children,  but  consider  the  fact  that  we 
are  going  to  increase  the  value  of  the 
adjacent  property.  One  of  the  intan¬ 
gible  values  this  man  is  going  to  receive 
is  the  enhancement  of  value  on  that  part 
of  the  property  remaining  to  him.” 

That  has  been  the  argument  ever  since 
eminent  domain  has  been  in  effect.  In 
this  instance  it  is  sought,  by  contract  be¬ 
tween  a  highway  commission  and  a  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  to  arm  the  Secre¬ 
tary  with  a  pistol  with  which  to  nullify 
consideration  in  the  mind  of  a  jury,  when 
it  fixes  compensation  for  a  right-of-way, 
of  the  fact  that  the  effort  is  to  strip  the 
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property  owner  of  one  of  the  rights,  one 
of  the  assets,  one  of  the  elements  of  value 
remaining  to  him  in  that  land  which  he 
owns  adjacent  to  the  particular  right-of- 
way. 

In  the  name  of  culture,  Mr.  President, 
in  the  name  of  esthetics — whatever  that 
is  [Laughter] — it  will  be  a  grave  day  in 
this  country  when  we  reach  such  an  es¬ 
thetic  pinnacle  that  men  are  willing  and 
able  to  ravish  a  State  constitution,  to 
nullify  a  local  ordinance,  and  to  deprive 
citizens  of  their  vested  rights,  without 
compensation. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  that  if  those  in 
charge  want  the  right-of-way,  let  them 
buy  it.  I  say  that  if  they  want  to  exer¬ 
cise  that  police  power,  let  them  do  it  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  constitution  of  the  State, 
by  a  State  legislature  responsible  to  the 
people  of  the  State.  I  say  that  if  they 
want  to  prohibit  something  being  done 
with  a  man’s  property,  they  should  do  it 
in  accordance  with  law  and  order. 

We  stand  for  law  and  order.  No  or¬ 
ganization  in  this  Nation  has  a  higher 
reputation  for  safeguarding  the  integrity 
of  law  and  order  than  has  the  Senate. 
Then,  in  the  name  of  all  that  is  holy, 
how  can  we,  in  the  name  of  esthetics 
and  culture,  seek  to  pass  legislation  the 
purpose  of  which  is  to  wreck  State  sov¬ 
ereignty,  to  destroy  the  ability  of  a  local 
community  operating  under  the  consti¬ 
tution  of  a  State  to  pass  zoning  ordi¬ 
nances,  and  violate  and  hold  for  naught 
property  rights  of  individuals? 

This  bill  does  not  refer  only  to  rural 
areas,  Mr.  President.  Nearly  5,000  miles 
of  the  highway  will  go  through  cities, 
towns,  and  municipalities. 

Calculate  the  value  of  1,320  feet  along 
4,500  miles  of  highway,  the  rights-of- 
way  through  cities  and  towns.  Look  at 
the  sign  yonder;  in  size  it  is  500  square 
inches.  That  is  what  the  bill  provides 
can  go  within  660  feet  of  either  side  of 
an  interstate  highway,  if  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  says  so. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  First,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  if  it  is  not  a  fact  that 
there  is  a  provision  in  the  pending  bill — 
placed  there,  I  believe,  by  an  amendment 
offered  in  the  committee  by  the  Senator 
fi’om  New  Hampshire — to  aid  the  States 
in  purchasing  from  the  adpacent  land- 
owners,  if  they  choose  to  sell,  the  adver¬ 
tising  rights.  Is  that  provision  not  in  the 
bill? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  COTTON. '  I  take  it  from  what  the 
Senator  says — and  I  am  inclined  to  think 
I  agree  with  him — he  believes  that  in 
most  of  the  States  of  the  Union  under  the 
State  constitutions  it  would  be  impossible 
and  unconstitutional  to  deprive  adjacent 
landowners  of  their  advertising  rights  by 
eminent  domain  or  any  process  against 
their  will.  If  that  be  true,  that  provision 
of  the  bill  would  be  entirely  inoperative, 
and  100  contracts  between  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  and  the  highway  depart¬ 
ments  of  States,  or  1,000  contracts,  would 
not  enable  them  to  get  such  advertising- 
rights  by  eminent  domain.  Is  that  not 
correct? 


Mr.  KERR.  Yes;  the  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  then 
says.  Why  in  heaven’s  name  should  we 
hold  up  for  weeks,  and  perhaps  months, 
an  emergency  highway  bill,  in  order  to 
try  to  include  in  it  a  section  which  is  an 
utter  futility?  Why  should  we  take  the 
time  of  the  Senate?  Why  should  we  de¬ 
lay  the  implementation  of  the  emergency 
program  in  order  to  strive  to  satisfy  the 
esthetic  yearnings  of  some  cultured  soul 
who  can  find  expression  only  in  assault¬ 
ing  the  sovereign  right  of  States  and  the 
sacred  rights  of  its  citizens? 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  said 
that  he  suggested  an  amendment  which 
would  help  in  the  buying  of  such  rights. 
I  am  going  to  read  the  language.  It  is 
a  very  important  provision  of  the  bill.  It 
is  a  part  of  the  collossal  amount  of  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  futility  of  section  12. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  found  on  line  24 
of  page  23 : 

Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  adver¬ 
tise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the 
Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of  imple¬ 
menting  this  section,  the  cost  of  such  ac¬ 
quisition  shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Fed¬ 
eral  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost:  Provided, 
That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such 
project. 

Let  us  imagine  4,500  miles  of  highway 
through  municipalities.  The  State  and 
Federal  Governments  are  to  spend  on 
that  portion,  and  on  the  rest  of  the  high¬ 
way,  $5  */2  billion  to  buy  the  rights-of- 
way. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  Senator  says  the  committee 
adopted  a  provision  to  help  the  States 
buy  the  advertising  rights.  There  are 
rights-of-way  660  feet  wide  on  either  side 
of  the  highway. 

Let  us  consider  the  highway  through 
the  city  of  Richmond,  or  Oklahoma  City, 
or  New  York  City.  How  much  does  the 
Senator  think  could  be  accomplished  in 
an  endeavor  to  buy  the  advertising  rights 
for  the  1,320  feet  alongside  the  highway 
at  5  percent  of  the  cost  to  buy  the  right- 
of-way? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  By  a  rough  calcula¬ 
tion,  if  we  assume  5,000  miles  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Highway  System  in  urban 
areas — it  is  in  excess  of  4,500  miles,  and 
not  quite  5,000  miles — and  if  we  assume 
a  cost  of  acquiring  the  rights-of-way  of 
$5  billion,  that  will  mean  there  will  be 
about  $50,000  a  mile  available  for  the 
purchase  of  the  advertising  rights.  Is  it 
the  idea  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
that  such  a  sum  would  be  ample  for  the 
purpose  intended? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire,  in  his  sober  moments 
[laughter] — which  are  all  of  them,  I 


must  say — in  his  moments  of  silent  con¬ 
templation  in  his  fine  office,  in  that  won¬ 
derful  homespun,  philosophical  way  of 
his,  chuckles  to  himself  and  says,  “Isn’t 
that  a  gesture  of  generosity  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government,  to  say,  ‘Now, 
if  you  buy  this,  we  will  pay  5  percent. 
We  will  pay  a  part  of  it,  so  long  as  it  does 
not  cost  more  than  5  percent  of  what  it 
costs  to  buy  the  right-of-way.’  ” 

Mr.  COTTON.  Jdr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  reference  to  the 
Senator’s  observation,  let  me  make  a 
comment.  I  hope  the  Senator  will  cor¬ 
rect  me  if  I  am  wrong  in  my  under¬ 
standing.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
in  the  bill  on  page  22,  lines  17,  18,  19, 
and  20,  there  is  a  provision  whereby 
there  can  be  no  question  as  to  purchas¬ 
ing  the  advertising  rights  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  passing  through 
the  city  of  Richmond  or  any  other  large 
city. 

Land  adjacent  to  the  highway  in 
those  cities  or  those  municipalities  is 
already  exempt  from  the  operation  of 
the  act,  if  the  bill  is  passed.  Am  I  in¬ 
correct  in  my  understanding? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  certainly 
incorrect.  The  land  is  exempt  from  the 
provisions  of  the  act  only  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
Where  is  the  city  which  wants  to  let  its 
future  rest  upon  that  slender  reed? 

Oh,  go  home  and  tell  the  people  in 
the  cities — I  do  not  intend  to  go  home 
and  make  a  fool  of  myself  trying  to  tell 
the  people  of  Oklahoma  City — “Have  no 
fear.  The  Secretary  in  his  discretion 
may  exempt  you.”  The  people  have  had 
experience  in  such  matters.  They  have 
been  waked  up  at  night  to  find  out  that 
they  have  not  been  exempted  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  which  could  have  done  so 
within  its  discretion. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  the  first  place,  the 
words  indicate  the  intent  of  the  Congress. 
In  the  second  place,  any  Secretary  of 
Commerce  who  had  any  discretion  at  all 
would  know  it  would  be  utterly  impossible 
to  purchase  advertising  rights  on  a  high¬ 
way  passing  through  a  huge  city  for  any 
such  sum  as  5  percent  of  the  cost.  That 
would  be  entirely  out  of  the  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  no  more  indulge 
the  presumption  that  the  present  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  has  such  knowledge 
than  the  Senator  would  indulge  the  pre¬ 
sumption  that  his  successor — who  will 
be  from  our  party — will  have  such 
knowledge. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  referred  to  the  provision 
regarding  reimbursement  to  the  State  to 
the  extent  of  not  exceeding  5  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  as  being  a 
meaningless  gesture.  In  the  first  place, 
it  does  not  preclude  the  State,  if  the 
State  is  interested  in  controlling  or  lim¬ 
iting  the  advertising,  from  paying  more, 
so  long  as  it  does  not  seek  to  collect  the 
90  percent  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Is  not  th^t  correct? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct;  and  that 
is  one  of  the  evils  of  the  bill. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  more  minutes. 

We  are  declaring  a  policy — a  policy  to 
obtain  the  right  to  regulate  all  areas 
along  the  highways;  and  the  States  are 
to  be  seduced  by  the  millions  of  dollars 
which  will  be  offered  to  them  to  sign 
these  contracts.  They  will  start  on  the 
program,  and  they  will  then  bog  down, 
because  they  cannot  buy  such  rights. 
When  they  try  to  use  their  police  power, 
all  hell  will  break  loose.  Then  what  will 
happen?  They  i  will  say  to  the  Federal 
Government,  “You  declared  this  policy. 
In  your  moment  of  devotion  to  esthetics 
and  culture,  you  paid  us  this  money  and 
induced  us  to  sign  the  contract.  We  are 
now  in  the  middle  of  the  stream,  bogged 
down  in  the  quicksand  into  which  you 
enticed  us.  Now  we  want  you  to  help 
pay  for  the  cost  of  the  program.” 

When  the  highway  bill  was  passed  in 
1956,  these  were  called  defense  high¬ 
ways.  Now  they  are  called  parkways  of 
scenic  beauty,  and  esthetic  marvels  of 
culture.  Under  God,  what  will  they  be 
called  2  years  from  now  if  we  seduce  the 
States  into  signing  these  contracts,  and 
they  cannot  buy  the  rights  for  the 
amounts  we  propose  to  give  them? 

They  cannot  exercise  their  police 
power,  because  the  people  will  revolt  and 
run  them  out  of  the  State.  Then  they 
will  come  to  the  Federal  Government. 

My  friend  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  Neuberger]  and  others  will  say, 
"We  got  the  States  into  this  difficulty. 
It  will  cost  $5  billion,  but  we  must  honor 
our  policy.  We  must  honor  this  culture. 
We  must  dignify  these  aesthetics.  It  will 
cost  us  a  little  money,  but  honor  com¬ 
pels  us  to  follow  that  course.”  The 
words  used  are  words  of  honor  which 
would  seek  to  create  an  agency  of  seduc¬ 
tion  armed  with  pieces  of  silver  from  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Let  me  make  one  further  point  with 
regard  to  the  5-percent  provision.  I  was 
a  little  surprised  when  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  offered  the  5-percent 
provision.  Some  bad  things  have  been 
said  here  about  5  percenters.  It  is 
sought  to  make  a  5  percenter  out  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  to  legalize 
the  action.  The  language  is  as  follows: 

Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  adver¬ 
tise — 

And  so  forth.  Senators  know  that  the 
States  cannot  condemn  such  a  right. 
Senators  know  that  in  no  State  of  the 
Union  can  such  right  be  condemned; 
and  every  sponsor  of  the  amendment 
knows  that  it  cannot  be  condemned.  It 
is  a  futile  gesture,  offered  to  induce  me 
to  legalize  governmental  seduction,  to 
put  a  pistol  in  the  hands  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  to  cut  down  and  shat¬ 
ter  States  rights,  local  self-government, 
and  the  rights  of  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON  and  Mr.  HUM¬ 
PHREY  rose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To 
whom  does  the  Senator  from  Texas  yield 
time? 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  agreed  to 
yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  desire  to  speak? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  should  like  to 
take  1  minute. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Robertson]. 

I  send  to  the  desk  to  have  printed  and 
lie  on  the  table  3  amendments,  2  of  them 
dealing  with  the  financing  of  the  inter¬ 
state  roads.  They  would  eliminate  all 
the  new  money,  and  return  the  situation 
to  the  1956  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

The  third  amendment  would  eliminate 
the  new  formula  for  the  removal  of  util¬ 
ity  facilities,  and  return  the  situation  to 
the  1956  formula,  namely,  90  and  10 
percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  the 
sponsors  of  the  language  under  discus¬ 
sion,  one  question,  for  purposes  of  estab¬ 
lishing  the  legislative  intent. 

There  are  4  subdivisions  of  section 
12,  which  will  become  section  122  of  the 
1956  act.  One  of  the  subdivisions  deals 
with  a  size  limitation  to  500  square 
inches. 

Another  deals  with  "signs  erected  or 
maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  in 
State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the 
national  policy  and  standards  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  designed  to  give  information  in 
the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling 
public.” 

The  specific  information  would  relate 
to  gas  and  oil,  overnight  lodging,  food, 
and  so  forth. 

There  is  some  misunderstanding  as  to 
the  language  “not  inconsistent  with  the 
national  policy.”  As  I  read  the  lan¬ 
guage,  and  as  I  understand  the  intention 
of  the  framers,  the  States  would  have 
the  right  to  prescribe  signs  which  they 
considered  adequate.  If  one  is  passing 
such  a  sign  at  60  miles  an  hour  it  must 
be  larger  than  2  feet  if  one  is  to  read 
it;  and  if  it  is  located  immediately  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  turnoff,  the  driver  will 
have  only  a  few  seconds  to  act.  Under 
subparagraph  (4)  the  State  could  au¬ 
thorize  what  it  considered  to  be  a  suit¬ 
able  sign  for  the  convenience  of  the 
traveling  public,  which  is  paying  the  bill 
for  these  roads. 

I  ask  the  framers  of  the  provision  as 
to  the  legislative  intent.  Which  sub- 
paragraph  would  control?  Would  it  be 
subparagraph  (3),  providing  for  a  2- 
foot  sign  placed  within  12  miles  of  the 
point  to  which  it  applied,  or  could  the 
States  prescribe  a  sign  which  they  con¬ 
sidered  adequate  at  the  turnoff  point? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  the 
able  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neu¬ 
berger]  responded  in  writing  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Virginia.  I  think  that  re¬ 
sponse  should  be  made  a  part  of  the 
Record. 

Let  me  say,  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment,  that  in  my  judgment  the 
language  “500  square  inches”  applies 
only  to  subparagraph  (3),  and  does  not 


apply  in  any  fashion  to  subparagraph 
(4) ,  under  which  the  States  would  have 
all  reasonable  control  to  make  the  deci¬ 
sion. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
concur  in  what  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  said.  We  stated,  in  our 
separate  views,  that  we  felt  that  way. 

The  Senator  from  California  has  sug¬ 
gested  that  my  letter  to  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  on  this  particular 
question  be  made  a  part  of  the  Record. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  A.  Willis  Robertson,  " 

United  States  Senate, 

'Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Robertson  :  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  letter  of  March  21  concerning 
section  12  of  S.  3414,  the  billboard  control 
amendment  to  the  highway  act  proposed  by 
Senator  Thomas  Kuchel  and  me.  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  Interest  In  this  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  prompted  you  to  write  us, 
and  I  am  more  than  pleased  to  answer  the 
question  which  you  have  raised  in  your 
letter. 

The  specific  point  about  which  you  ask  Is 
"whether  or  not  a  State  could  get  the  pro¬ 
posed  incentive  If  it  restricts  all  advertising 
in  accordance  with  the  bill  except  the  size 
of  the  signs  at  the  turnoff  points.” 

The  answer  to  your  question  is  “yes.” 

Your  inquiry  is  a  good  example  of  the  un¬ 
fortunate  confusion  which  Senator  Kuchel 
and  I  felt  was  introduced  in  the  bill  by  the 
amendment  of  the  third  class  of  permissible 
signs  which  was  made  in  the  committee.  As 
you  may  recall  from  the  text  given  in  the 
separate  views  which  we  sent  you,  the  origi¬ 
nal  definitions  of  the  third  and  fourth  class 
of  permissible  signs  were: 

“(3)  Signs  advertising  activities  being 
conducted  upon  the  property  on  which  such 
signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursu¬ 
ant  to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not 
inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  Interest  of 
the  traveling  public.” 

In  this  original  draft,  the  purposes  of  the 
two  provisions  were  different.  The  provision 
numbered  (3)  was  intended  to  take  account 
of  the  reasonable  rights  of  landowners  to 
advertise  their  own  activities  on  their  own 
land.  The  provision  numbered  (4)  was — • 
and  still  is — intended  to  permit  the  individ¬ 
ual  States — in  the  legislation  which  they 
must  necessarily  adopt  to  qualify  for  the 
benefits  of  this  bill — to  include  specific  au¬ 
thorizations  and  regulations  covering  signs 
of  the  type  about  which  you  ask;  that  is  to 
say,  signs  advertising  facilities  and  estab¬ 
lishments  of  specific  interest  to  travelers 
that  might  be  located  at  the  approaches  to 
the  exits,  so  as  to  inform  motorists  in  ad¬ 
vance  about  such  facilities  that  may  be 
reached  from  the  exit  in  question.  As  you 
say,  this  provision  does  not  include  any 
limitation  on  the  size  of  permissible  signs. 
All  that  would  be  required  is  that  the  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  State  which  authorize  such 
signs  reasonably  comply  with  respect  to  the 
shape,  design,  lighting,  frequency  and  lo¬ 
cations  of  such  signs,  with  the  overall  policy 
standards  to  be  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  State  highway 
departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  between  them  could  easily  work  out 
reasonable  standards  for  such  signs  which 
would  offer  an  opportunity  to  off-highway 
establishments  and  facilities,  such  as  motels. 
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hotels,  resorts,  etc.,  to  let  the  approaching 
motorist  know  of  their  existence  and  loca¬ 
tion  before  he  reaches  the  exit  closest  to 
them. 

The  manner  in  which  we  contemplate  the 
application  of  this  bill  is  the  following:  To 
take  advantage  of  the  benefits  of  section  12, 
a  State  would  presumably  have  to  have  or 
adopt  legislation  that  would  control  and 
regulate  billboards  along  the  interstate 
highways  within  its  borders.  (I  know  that 
your  State  government  has  already  been 
active  in  developing  a  billboard  control  pro¬ 
gram,  although  I  do  not  know  the  details  of 
it  so  as  to  comment  on  its  relationship  to 
the  proposed  incentive  plan.)  Pursuant  to 
such  legislation,  the  State  would  then  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  which  would  spell  out  in  some 
detail  the  segments  of  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways  in  the  State  to  be  covered  by  the  na¬ 
tional  policy,  on  which  the  one-half  percent 
bonus  would  be  payable,  and  also  the  regu¬ 
lations  and  standards  under  which  permis¬ 
sible  signs  of  the  four  identified  classes 
would  be  erected  along  the  highways.  If 
any  State  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
failed  to  reach  agreement,  of  course,  the 
State  is  wholly  free  to  remain  outside  of  the 
proposed  program. 

But,  to  repeat  the  specific  point  about 
which  you  ask,  a  State  could  qualify  for  the 
proposed  incentive  payments  if  it  made  rea¬ 
sonable  regulations  with  respect  to  the 
kinds  of  signs  about  which  you  ask,  without 
being  limited  to  the  small  size  specified  in 
the  third  class  as  amended.  That  class,  you 
will  note,  is  not  limited  to  signs  in  the  spe¬ 
cific  interest  of  the  traveling  public,  but  is 
rather  tied  to  the  notion  of  activities  being 
conducted  at  a  location  within  12  miles  of 
the  point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

We  hope  that  this  letter  will  answer  your 
question  to  your  satisfaction.  You  will  find 
a  complete  analysis  of  section  12  in  my 
speech  in  the  Record  of  today’s  date,  and  in 
my  discussion  with  Senator  Kuchel  during 
this  speech.  I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will 
find  it  possible  to  join  us  in  retaining  this 
worthwhile  protective  measure  for  our  new 
highways  in  S.  3414. 

With  kind  regards. 

Sincerely, 

Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Unifed.  States  Senator. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  answer  the  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  himself 
some  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  myself  2  minutes. 

Subparagraph  (4)  reads  as  follows: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  'the 
traveling  public. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  But  it  has  just 
been  stated  that  that  means  that  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  turnoff  are  different  from 
the  standard  of  the  24-inch  sign. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  take 
the  word  of  the  sponsors,  or  the  language 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  They  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  know  what  the  language  means. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  indulging 
a  presumption  which  may  lead  him  into 
a  very  bitter  disappointment. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
remarks  in  the  5  minutes  allotted  to 
me  will  not  be  directed  toward  particular 
sections  and  subsections  of  the  bill.  They 
will  be  directed  toward  the  subject  with 
which  the  bill  is  concerned,  namely,  the 
recession,  and  the  efforts  on  the  part  of 
the  Congress  to  take  active  and  effective 
measures  to  curb  and  stop  the  economic 
decline. 

I  have  listened  to  the  arguments  with 
attention  and  interest.  The  highway  bill 
needs  to  be  passed  as  an  effective  instru¬ 
ment  in  the  move  against  the  recession. 

The  first  real  test  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  willingness  effectively  to  use  the 
powers  of  Government  to  combat  the 
recession  now  lies  on  the  President’s 
desk,  after  having  been  duly  passed  by 
both  Houses  of  Congress. 

It  is  the  joint  resolution  passed  by 
both  the  Senate  and  the  House  to  prevent 
any  reductions  in  farm  prices  supports 
this  year,  a  resolution  which  I  had  the 
privilege  of  authorizing  and  sponsoring 
through  the  Congress. 

If  the  President  vetoes  this  measure,  as 
has  been  threatened,  it  will  be  a  serious 
blow  to  American  agriculture,  an  open 
invitation  to  further  undermining  of 
rural  purchasing  power,  and  it  will  fur¬ 
ther  shake  and  weaken  the  confidence 
we  need  in  our  entire  economy. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  President 
accepts  the  judgment  of  Congress  and 
signs  the  measure,  his  action  will  pro¬ 
vide  belated  but  effective  and  convincing 
evidence  that  the  Government  is  deter¬ 
mined  to  protect  our  economy  from  fur¬ 
ther  economic  deterioration,  blostering 
confidence  of  the  public  in  our  eventual 
full  recovery  from  the  present  dangerous 
economic  decline. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  noted  with  sat¬ 
isfaction  that  even  a  majority  of  the 
President’s  own  minority  party  in  the 
Senate,  in  caucus,  has  voted  to  urge  the 
President  to  sign  the  measure.  I  also 
noted  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  according 
to  reports  in  the  press,  said  that  had  he 
been  present  at  the  caucus  he,  too,  would 
have  urged  this  very  sound  and  con¬ 
structive  action. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  should 
like  to  advise  the  Senator  what  has  been 
called  to  my  attention.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  said  that  a 
majority  of  the  Senators  in  the  caucus 
so  voted. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Not  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  party  in  the  Senate,  because 
there  were  several  absentees. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  is 
correct.  I  said  a  majority  of  those  in 
attendance  at  the  caucus.  I  believed  the 
vote  was  18  to  14.  It  was  17  to  14,  and 
if  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  had  been  present,  the  vote  would 
have  been  18  to  14. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  let  me  comment  at  this  point? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  a  moment  I 
shall  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  should  be  glad  to  yield 
myself  a  minute  for  that  purpose. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
action  of  the  Republican  caucus  is  fur¬ 
ther  evidence  that  Congress  feels  it  im¬ 
perative  to  prevent  any  further  decline 
in  rural  purchasing  power  at  a  time  when 
we  are  trying  to  mobilize  all  the  forces  of 
the  Nation  to  combat  a  recession.  I 
compliment  those  members  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  party  who  took  that  forthright 
action.  It  was  a  heartening  sign  for 
the  Nation,  and  an  expression  of  confi¬ 
dence  and  encouragement  to  our  farm 
population. 

Mr.  President,  as  the  author  of  the 
joint  resolution,  I  sent  a  night  letter  to 
the  President  of  the  United  States,  urg¬ 
ing  him  to  consider  carefully  the  impact 
of  his  pending  action  on  the  country’s 
economic  conditions.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  message  I  sent  to  the 
President  urging  him  to  sign  the  joint 
resolution  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  night  let¬ 
ter  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

The  President, 

The,White  House, 

Washington ,  D.  C.: 

Whatever  differences  may  exist  over  agri¬ 
cultural  policy,  I  sincerely  urge  you  to  care¬ 
fully  consider  the  impact  on  our  entire  econ¬ 
omy  of  a  veto  on  the  legislation  enacted  by 
the  Congress  to  prevent  further  cuts  in  farm 
prices  this  year.  As  author  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  now  awaiting  your  signature,  I  assure 
you  it  was  offered  in  good  faith  as  a  ‘‘hold- 
the-line”  effort  to  protect  the  farm  economy 
while  we  in  Congress  design  improved  long- 
range  farm  legislation. 

Your  approval  of  the  resolution  will  do 
much  to  restore  confidence  in  rural  America. 
It  will  signify  a  determination  to  use  the 
powers  of  Government  to  check  the  economic 
decline.  On  behalf  of  thousands  of  farm 
families  in  Minnesota — and  millions 
throughout  our  country — I  appeal  to  you  to 
accept  the  decision  of  Congress  that  a  tem¬ 
porary  price  freeze  be  invoked  on  all  com¬ 
modities,  including  dairy  products. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

United  States  Senator. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
conclude  by  saying  that  this  is  the  first 
effective  antirecession  measure  to  come 
to  the  President’s  desk.  I  feel  that  every 
Member  of  Congress  wants  to  do  some¬ 
thing  to  curb  the  recession.  This  is  not 
a  partisan  matter.  It  is  a  question  of 
taking  care  of  the  interests  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people.  It  is  an  effort  to  provide 
some  kind  of  protection  and  assistance  to 
the  American  economy. 

For  example,  we  have  heard  the  Vice 
President  on  several  occasions  enunciat¬ 
ing  policies  and  programs  which  he  be¬ 
lieves  would  be  helpful  to  the  economy. 
In  many  of  those  instances  I  have  agreed 
with  the  Vice  President;  in  others,  I 
have  had  some  disagreement  with  him, 
particularly  as  to  whether  we  should 
have  a  tax  reduction.  On  that  question 
his  position  has  been  a  little  indefinite. 
However,  I  wish  to  compliment  the  Vice 
President  on  his  forthright  leadership  in 
such  fields  as  foreign  policy.  While  I 
disagree  with  him  on  the  matter  of  in¬ 
terest  rates  for  GI  housing — he  insisted 
that  those  interest  rates  should  be  higher 
than  I  thought  was  necessary — he  at 
least  proclaimed  himself. 
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Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  every  man 
stand  and  be  counted.  I  hope  that  the 
Vice  President,  who  has  been  praised  so 
frequently  for  his  courage  and  his 
leadership  and  his  frankness  and  I  may 
say,  for  his  persuasiveness  in  the  coun¬ 
cils  of  the  administration — a  persuasive¬ 
ness  which  I  am  sure  he  possesses — will 
give  us  the  benefit  of  his  advice  and 
counsel.  I  say  this  most  respectfully.  I 
hope  that  his  advice  and  counsel  will  be 
to  encourage  the  President’s  signature 
on  the  joint  resolution. 

However,  whatever  his  advice  may  be, 
I  believe  the  American  people  want  to 
know  where  the  leaders  of  America  stand 
on  this  first  effective  antirecession 
measure. 

I  notice  that  the  majority  leader,  over 
the  weekend,  as  reported  in  the  Monday 
morning  newspapers,  said  that  he  felt  the 
President  should  sign  the  joint  resolution. 
Why?  Because  it  is  an  antirecession 
measure. 

Let  me  add  one  further  thought:  The 
joint  resolution  does  not  provide  for 
higher  prices  than  are  in  existence  at  the 
present  time.  It  is  not  a  special  tax  con¬ 
cession.  It  is  not  a  profit-sharing 
measure.  It  does  not  increase  someone’s 
profits.  At  best  it  is  a  hold-the-line 
measure.  The  least  we  can  expect  at  this 
time  is  a  frank  statement  from  those  who 
are  our  responsible  leaders  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  the  Senate  as  well  as  in  the 
other  body,  so  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  may  have  the  benefit  of 
counsel  and' advice  from  all  sources. 

Therefore  I  appeal  to  the  Vice  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States — as  he  has 
done  in  the  instance  of  foreign  aid,  as 
he  has  done  in  the  instance  of  the  sum¬ 
mit  conferences,  as  he  has  done  in  the 
instance  of  the  tax  policy,  and  as  he  has 
done  in  the  instance  of  the  housing 
measure,  including  the  interest  rates — 
to  say  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  councils  of  the  White 
House  and  the  Cabinet,  that  it  would  be 
to  the  national  interest  for  him  to  sign 
the  joint  resolution.  At  least  I  ask  the 
Vice  President  to  give  us  his  views. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

The  Chair  wishes  to  address  an  in¬ 
quiry  to  the  majority  leader,  concerning 
the  time  taken  during  the  colloquy  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia.  Does 
the  Chair  correctly  understand  that  that 
time  was  yielded  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  California? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  think  it  should  have 
been. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  so 
recorded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  generosity  of  the  Senator  from 
California. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  time? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wonder 
if  the  members  of  the  committee  who 
are  on  the  floor  would  have  any  objec¬ 
tion  to  considering  taking  up  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent  the  perfecting  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  proposed  yesterday  to  the 


billboard  section,  to  provide  that  any 
segment  excluded  from  the  application 
of  the  standards  under  the  discretion¬ 
ary  clause  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  applicable  to  municipalities  or 
areas  under  their  control,  should  not  be 
considered  in  computing  the  increase  in 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
thereof.  Is  there  any  controversy  or 
difference  of  opinion  with  respectt  o 
that  amendment? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  think  it  would  re¬ 
quire  some  explanation  or  a  little  foun¬ 
dation.  This  is  not  exactly  the  right 
time  to  consider  the  amendment.  I 
think  it  is  illustrative  of  many  other 
clarifying  amendments  which  should  be 
placed  in  section  12,  if  that  section  is 
to  make  any  sense  and  is  to  be  legal  or 
constitutional  at  all.  I  think  this  is  not 
the  proper  time  to  consider  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  May  I 
have  another  minute? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  another  minute. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
matter  came  up  yesterday  when  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche] 
pointed  out  that  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  in  his 
State  would  go  through  municipally 
regulated  areas.  The  question  was  de¬ 
bated  at  that  time,  and  I  thought  there 
was  an  agreement  that  the  amendment 
was  not  intended  to  exclude  the  provision 
making  one-half  of  1  percent  applicable 
to  any  areas. 

It  is  a  preferential  or  perfecting 
amendment,  which  would  be  entitled  to 
consideration  before  the  amendment  to 
strike.  I  thought  that  if  there  could  be 
an  agreement  on  my  amendment,  we 
might  save  the  hour’s  time  to  which  the 
amendment  would  be  entitled  under  the 
unanimous  consent  agreement.  How¬ 
ever,  I  shall  not  press  the  matter  now, 
but  shall  confer  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  and  other  Senators  to  see  if 
some  agreement  can  be  reached. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  a  vote  is  taken  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  and  other 
Senators,  and  the  amendment  is  reject¬ 
ed,  would  it  then  be  in  order  to  offer  an 
amendment  such  as  that  to  which  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  just 
alluded? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  to  strike  out  section  12  is  a  sep¬ 
arate  amendment.  However,  the  lan¬ 
guage  that  is  proposed  to  be  stricken  out 
is  subject  to  amendment,  and  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  it  will  take  precedence  over  the 
amendment  to  strike  out. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  So  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  were  he 
so  minded,  could  be  offered  now  or  at 
any  other  time? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  the 
other  amendment  were  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Except 
by  unanimous  consent,  the  amendment 
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suggested  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  would  have  to  wait  until  the 
time  on  the  Kerr  amendment  has  been 
consumed,  or  until  time  was  yielded. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  a  further  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  could 
be  offered  before  the  vote  on  the  Ken- 
amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  at 
any  time  before  the  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correqt. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  had  inquired 
whether,  if  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  were  defeated, 
my  amendment  could  then  be  offered.  Of 
coui’se,  I  assume  it  could  be  offered  as  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  but  I  shall  cer¬ 
tainly  insist  upon  the  right  to  have  it 
considered  ahead  of  the  amendment  to 
strike  section  12. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  address  myself  to  the  charge  or 
claim  that  the  proposal  to  regulate  sign¬ 
boards  on  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem  will  cause  unemployment  in  the 
United  States.  To  begin  with,  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  of  41,000  miles  is  only  about 
3  percent  of  the  surfaced  roads  in  the 
Nation,  which  total  about  1,500,000  miles. 

Second,  these  will  be  predominantly 
new  roads.  How  can  unemployment  be 
caused  by  forbidding,  regulating,  or  con¬ 
trolling  signboards  on  roads  which, 
mainly,  have  not  yet  been  constructed? 

There  is  the  further  argument  that 
the  controlling  of  signboards  will  cause 
unemployment  in  the  restaurant  and 
motel  industries  along  the  new  roads. 
That  is  not  consistent  with  the  expert 
testimony  which  was  received  by  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads  and  Highways, 
presided  over  by  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore].  Signboards  are 
not  allowed  on  J,he  great  New  York  State 
Thruway.  The  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  Hon.  Bertram  D.  Tallamy, 
who  had  charge  of  the  construction  of 
the  New  York  State  Thruway.  I  read 
from  Mr.  Tallamy’s  testimony  given  be¬ 
fore  our  subcommittee  in  the  spring  of 
1957: 

Senator  Neuberger.  This  is  the  question 
that  I  want  to  ask,  after  obtaining  that  in¬ 
formation.  As  you  probably  know,  a  great 
deal  of  the  testimony  given  to  this  commit¬ 
tee  in  opposition  both  to  the  administration 
billboard  control  bill,  and  my  particular  bill¬ 
board  control  bill,  was  the  claim  that  road¬ 
side  business  would  suffer,  whether  they 
were  motels,  hotels,  restaurants,  coffee  shops, 
and  so  on.  By  roadside,  X  mean  those  ac¬ 
cessible  to  the  interstate  highway. 

Have  you  in  your  experience  in  the  State 
of  New  York  had  complaints  from  commer¬ 
cial  establishments  and  facilities  near  the 
New  York  Thruway  that  their  business  and 
income  have  suffered  as  a  result  of  the  re¬ 
striction  of  advertising  on  the  throughway? 

Mr.  Tallamy.  Not  as  a  result  of  the  lack  of 
advertising  on  the  throughway.  I  have  had 
complaints  from  some  that  they  have  lost 
business  because  of  the  fact  that  traffic  was 
taken  to  the  throughway  from  the  existing 
highway.  But  I  have  had  a  great  many  more 
state  that  their  increase  in  business  has 
been  very  great  because  of  the  throughway. 
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A  little  later  I  said: 

Senator  Neuberger.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  'Tallamy. 

I  want  to  again  repeat  one  question  be¬ 
cause  there  was  a  little  confusion  at  the 
start,  and  I  think  your  answer  to  this  is 
certainly  one  of  the  most  important  pieces 
of  information  that  the  subcommittee  could 
have. 

Again  let  me  ask:  You  have  had  no  com¬ 
plaints  that  business  has  been  lost  as  a  result 
of  advertising  restrictions  along  the  through¬ 
way? 

Mr.  Tallamt.  I  have  not. 

Senators  have  risen  in  the  Senate  to 
make  random,  indiscriminate,  and  arbi¬ 
trary  charges  that  the  regulation  of  bill¬ 
boards  will  cause  roadside  establish¬ 
ments  to  lose  business,  and  therefore 
will  cause  unemployment  in  those  es¬ 
tablishments.  Yet  Mr.  Tallamy,  who 
administered  the  construction  of  the 
great  road  in  the  most  populous  State 
of  the  Union,  testified  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  that  he  had  received  no  such 
complaints  from  roadside  businesses 
along  the  New  York  State  Thruway,  or 
that  the  businesses  had  lost  clients  or 
trade  because  of  the  restrictions  on  sign¬ 
boards. 

The  charge  was  made  that  section  12 
was  “Russia”  or  “Hitler.”  I  regretted 
hearing  that  charge  made  about  a  very 
mild  amendment — perhaps  too  mild  an 
amendment.  It  is  very  peculiar  to  me, 
a  relatively  new  Member  of  the  Senate, 
that  it  is  complete  democracy  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  tell  a  farmer 
how  much  corn  or  cotton  he  can  plant, 
but  that  it  is  “Russia”  or  “Hitler”  to 
have  a  State  highway  department  or  a 
State  government  to  work  out  a  mutual 
agreement  to  restrict  or  limit  or  forbid 
signs  on  land  along  public  highways  of 
the  Nation. 

Concerning  the  matter  of  indiscrimi¬ 
nate  sizes  of  signboards  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System,  I  read  one  para¬ 
graph  from  the  magazine  Printer’s  Ink 
of  February  22,  1957.  This  is  the  maga¬ 
zine  of  the  advertising  industry: 

What  are  the  unique  features  of  outdoor 
advertising  as  defined  for  purposes  of  the 
Starch  survey?  The  first  characteristic  is  its 
massive  size.  Outdoor  advertising  is  the 
largest  medium  in  physical  dimensions.  In 
addition,  outdoor  posters  are  read  and  seen 
in  a  different  way  from  other  major  mediums. 
Radio,  TV,  magazines,  and  newspapers  all 
go  to  the  people,  but  people  go  to  the  poster 
board.  Therefore,  a  poster  may  be  seen  sev¬ 
eral  times  in  the  course  of  a  30-day  display 
period,  whereas  ads  In  most  other  mediums 
get  only  one  viewing.  Finally,  there  is  a 
timeless  quality  about  outdoor  advertising. 
People  spend  time  reading  a  newspaper  or 
magazine,  or  in  watching  TV  and  listening 
to  the  radio,  but  outdoor  posters  register 
their  messages  while  people  are  going  about 
other  business. 

Together  with  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  California  and  the  able 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  I  do  not  want  to 
deliver  over  the  motorists  on  41,000  miles 
of  highways  as  a  totally  captive  audience 
for  that  kind  of  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  3  minutes 
more  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon? 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  3  more  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  no  one 
disagrees  with  the  philosophy  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  or  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia.  But  as  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  I  am  so  deeply 
interested  in  the  passage  of  the  road  bill 
that  I  would  hesitate  to  have  it  placed 
in  jeopardy  by  including  in  it  something 
which  does  not  belong  in  it.  I  should 
like  to  have  a  road  bill  passed  during  this 
session  of  Congress,  the  sooner  the  bet¬ 
ter.  However,  the  information  I  have 
received  in  good  faith,  is  that  we  will 
not  have  a  road  bill  if  it  is  proposed  to 
include  something  else  which  should  be 
considered  separate  and  apart  and  on  its 
merits. 

Let  me  say  that  I  agree  in  many  in¬ 
stances  with  the  ideas  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  with  reference  to  billboards. 
But  section  12  does  not  belong  in  this 
road  bill.  If  we  wish  to  put  people  to 
work,  I  beg  my  good  friend  not  to  tie 
section  12  to  this  bill,  or  else  a  road  bill 
will  not  be  passed. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  in 
reply  to  our  very  good  friend,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  I  shpuld  like  to  say  that  I  know 
how  sincere  and  conscientious  he  is  in 
the  argument  he  has  voiced  to  us  today. 

I  wish  to  say  to  him  very  earnestly 
that,  in  my  opinion,  when  the  Federal 
Government  specifies  all  the  standards 
regarding  these  roads — when  it  specifies 
what  the  width  shall  be,  what  the  curva¬ 
ture  shall  be,  what  the  maximum  grade' 
shall  be,  what  the  strength  of  bridges 
and  culverts  shall  be — and  when  the 
Federal  Government  is  paying  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost,  I  believe  it  is  pertinent 
and  germane  to  such  a  road  bill  that  the 
Federal  Government  express  in  the  bill 
some  vei;y  mild  concern  for  the  roadside 
scenery  and  grandeur. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  if  the 
addition  of  a  mild  signboard-regulation 
provision  will  impel  some  persons  to  take 
action  to  hold  up  the  entire  road  bill, 
that  responsibility  will  be  theirs,  not 
that  of  those  of  us  who  believe  that 
good  highways  should  also  permit  those 
who  travel  on  them  to  have  some  clear 
views  of  the  glories  of  the  American 
countryside. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  The  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  1  more 
minute,  in  order  that  I  may  make  a  fur¬ 
ther  statement? 

Mr,  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  again  to  me? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
no  question  about  what  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  in  mind,  and  person¬ 
ally  I  respect  him  for  his  views. 


But,  regardless  of  whether  he  dreams 
or  whether  I  dream,  the  fact  remains 
that  the  essential  purpose  of  the  road 
bill  is  to  put  people  to  work.  That  was 
one  of  the  reasons  why  the  Senate  passed 
the  1956  highway  bill. 

What  is  the  reason  for  this  road  bill? 
It  is  to  accelerate  the  1956  program,  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  people  to  work. 

If  section  12  is  included  in  the  bill, 
section  12  will  put  out  of  work  painters, 
carpenters,  metalworkers,  and  persons 
in  many  other  groups.  Yet  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  also 
wishes  to  put  people  to  work. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  1  minute 
to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized 
for  1  minute. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  thus  we 
see  that  the  philosophy  of  section  12  is 
entirely  contrary  to  the  philosophy  of 
the  first  part  of  the  bill,  which  is  to  put 
people  to  work.  The  purpose  of  section 
12  is  entirely  contrary  to  that. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  California  yield  1 
additional  minute  to  me,  in  order  that  I 
may,  reply  very  briefly  to  the  last  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California. 

Mr.  President,  previously,  when  I  rose 
to  make  a  5-minute  presentation,  I 
said  I  did  not  see  how  any  joblessness 
could  be  caused  in  connection  with 
roads  which  are  yet  to  be  built.  In  other 
words,  if  the  roads  are  to  be  built  so  that 
people  can  have  jobs — jobs  building 
roads,  not  plastering  them  with  signs — - 
then  I  have  a  correct  conception  of  the 
bill.  I  regard  the  purpose  of  the  bill 
was  to  put  people  to  work  building  roads, 
not  putting  up  signs  along  the  roads. 

I  am  fully  in  favor  of  a  bill  which  will 
put  people  to  work  building  roads,  and 
our  measure  will  surely  do  that.  I  admit 
that  the  bill  will  not  put  people  to  work 
plastering  signs  along  the  roads.  But 
that  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  put  people  to  work  on  roads. 
But,  by  the  same  token,  inasmuch  as 
more  than  five  million  of  the  American 
people  are  now  out  of  work,  are  we,  in 
connection  with  this  bill,  going  to  do 
something  which  will  put  people  out  of 
work  in  almost  every  other  line  of  en¬ 
deavor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
once  more  expired. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute  to  me,  in  order  that  I 
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may  answer  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  additional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  1 
more  minute. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
simply  do  not  understand  why  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  the  billboard-regulation  pro¬ 
vision,  as  sponsored  by  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  myself, 
would  delay  the  taking  of  action  on  this 
road  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  should  not  delay  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill,  insofar  as  the  bill  itself 
is  concerned.  But  we  are  talking  about 
the  overall  unemployment  situation;  and 
there  is  no  question  that  the  inclusion 
of  section  12  will  result  in  unemploy¬ 
ment.  There  is  no  question  whatever  of 
that. 

I  am  not  thinking  only  of  roads ;  I  am 
also  thinking  of  the  unemployment 
situation  as  a  whole. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  previous  re¬ 
marks  there  be  printed  in  the  Record  a 
total  of  62  telegrams  and  letters  I  have 
received  opposing  the  billboard  control 
section,  section  12  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  and  letters  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  drop  section  122  of  the  Gore 
bill. 

Desert  Air  Motel, 
Eber  McKinley. 

Alamogordo,  N.  Mex. 

Raton,  N.  Mex.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Raton  Chamber  of  Commerce  would 
like  to  commend  you  for  your  opposing  vote 
in  the  committee  action  of  section  122  of  the 
Senate  bill  3414.  We  hope  that  you  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  oppose  this  bill. 

Raton  Chamber  op  Commerce. 


Raton,  N.  Mex.,  March  25, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Hope  you  will  continue  to  work  to  elimi¬ 
nate  section  122  of  Gore  bill  which  opposes 
outdoor  advertising.  I  strongly  believe  It  is 
Impractical  and  un-American.  Suggest  the 
entire  bill  be  checked  for  other  such  ill-con¬ 
sidered  provisions. 

Nixons  Specialized  Service, 
William  G.  Doty. 


Raton,  N.  Mex.,  March  25, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Hope  you  will  continue  to  oppose  section 
122  of  Senate  bUl  3414,  and  work  toward  Its 
defeat.  This  legislation  against  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  along  highways  would  soon  mean 
the  end  of  our  business,  having  15  employ¬ 
ees,  which  has  thrived  in  this  territory  for 
over  30  years.  It  is  further  infringement  of 
rights  of  property  owners.  It  is  favored  by 
only  a  minority  group  and  is  contrary  to  the 


best  Interests  of  all  business.  It  would  fur¬ 
ther  handicap  communities  about  to  be  by¬ 
passed,  many  of  which  expect  to  cushion  the 
blow  by  use  of  roadside  advertising. 

Raton  Sign  Co., 
Don  F.  Partridge. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22, 1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. : 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any  in¬ 
dustry  is  basically  unsound.  We  need  better 
highways,  but  the  expense  of  acquiring  an 
aesthetic  view  will  certainly  delay  comple¬ 
tion.  We  hope  that  Senate  bill  3414  will 
pass  without  section  122. 

Harry  Forbes. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any  in¬ 
dustry  is  basically  unsound.  We  need  better 
highways,  but  the  expense  of  acquiring  an 
aesthetic  view  will  certainly  delay  comple¬ 
tion.  We  hope  that  Senate  bill  3414  will  pass 
without  section  122. 

D.  E.  Gibson  III. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.r 

We  appreciate  your  opposition  to  section 
122  of  Senate  bill  3414  and  respectfully  ask 
your  continued  support  before  the  Senate. 
We  do  not  oppose  the  purpose  of  S.  3414 
excepting  the  amendment  which  provides  for 
a  bonus  to  be  paid  to  the  State  to  cripple 
our  business.  We  believe  that  New  Mexico 
is  capable  of  effecting  adequate  legislation 
on  this  matter. 

The  Llewellyn  Co., 
Bruce  A.  Gerry. 

Raton,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  congratulate  you  upon  the  stand  you 
took  concerning  section  122,  Senate  bill  3414 
recently  reported  favorably  by  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee.  I  feel  strongly  that 
this  is  crackpot  legislation  and  I  hope  you 
will  continue  to  oppose  the  same  actively 
in  the  Senate. 

Herbert  B.  Gerhart. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C . 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any  indus¬ 
try  is  basically  unsound.  We  need  better 
highways,  but  the  expense  of  acquiring  an 
esthetic  view  will  certainly  delay  completion. 
We  hope  that  Senate  bill  3414  will  pass  with¬ 
out  section  122. 

Roy  B.  Raymer. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Intersate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any  indus¬ 
try  is  basically  unsound.  We  need  better 
highways,  but  the  expense  of  acquiring  an 
esthetic  view  will  certainly  delay  comple¬ 


tion.  We  hope  that  Senate  bill  3414  will  pass 
without  section  122. 

Harvey  Atkins. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate : 

I  request  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Broadway  Court, 
Rose  Butler. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

We  urge  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Cactus  Motor  Lodge, 
Norm  Wegner. 

Tucumcari. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

Will  you  please  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

El  Don  Motel, 
Dan  W.  Eitzen. 

Albuquerque. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

I  urge  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Western  Motel, 
Rudolph  Babins. 

Santa  Rosa,  N.  Mex. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

We  urge  you  drop  section  122  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Thunderbird  Lodge. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

I  urge  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Motel  Stevens, 
Slick  Childress. 

Carlsbad. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

I  urge  you  vote  down  section  122  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Taos  Motor  Lodge, 
Jack  Denver. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

We  urge  you  drop  section  122  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Pioneer  Lodge, 
Mark  Sellers. 

Clovis  N.  Mex. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

De  Anza  Motor  Lodge, 
Jack  Dillon. 

Albuquerque. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  section  122  be  dropped  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Sequoyah  Motel. 

S.  H.  Knott. 
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Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chaves, 

United.  States  Senate , 

W ashington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  section  122  be  dropped  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Paradise  Motel, 
Norman  Nelson. 


right-of-way  moved,  impossible  travelers  find 
established  business.  Signs  of  500  square 
inches,  section  122,  •  inadequate.  Please 
change  your  1957  stand  on  Neuberger  bill. 
Thousands  in  New  Mexico  and  Western. 
States  isolated.  For  New  Mexico  industry. 

Pioneer  Lodge, 
Mark  Sellars. 


Las  Cruces.  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

We  urge  you  drop  section  122  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Bel  Air  Motel, 
Rot  Buebush. 

Deming,  N.  Mex. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Mission  Motel, 
Ernie  Bruce. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  section  122  be  dropped  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Coronado  Court. 
Wm.  Angier. 

Santa  Fe. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Am  opposed  to  section  122,  Senate  bill 
3414,  States  should  control  this  phase.  This 
will  severely  hurt  all  sign  manufacturers  and 
cause  more  unemployment. 

Tesco  Neon  Signs,  Inc., 

R.  L.  Tessier,  Jr.,  Vice  President. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Section  122,  Senate  bill  3414  not  business 
of  Federal  Government.  Establishment  such 
regulations  belongs  to  individual  States. 

Bert  Ballard. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  oppose  section  122,  Senate  bill  3414,  it 
restricts  private  enterprise  and  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  further  depressed  economy. 

Bill  Suggs,  Dan  Chapius,  A1  Moran,  A1 
Williams,  Ed  Taylor,  Everett  Powell, 
Bill  Morrison,  Fred  Covert,  Frances 
Jones. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Section  122,  Senate  bill  3414,  bad  for  na¬ 
tional  economy,  unemployment  will  result  if 
passed.  Please  vote  no. 

Frank  Young,  Jr. 

Clovis,  N.  Mex., 

March  23,  1958 , 

Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  motels,  restaurants,  service  stations, 
all  roadside  business  in  New  Mexico  ask  you 
and  subcommittee  honestly  consider  Senate 
bill  3414  effect  on  established  business,  New 
Mexico,  western  stations.  When  interstate 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex., 

March  23,  1958. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  to  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Bel  Air  Motel, 
W.  J.  Heath. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex., 

March  23,  1958. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  to  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Royal  Motel, 
Clarence  Maus, 

Roswell. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex., 

March  23,  1958. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  drop  section  122  from  Gore 
bill. 

Grande  Court, 
Sam  Marsh. 

Tucumcari. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex., 

March  23,  1958. 


Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

I  urge  you  to  drop  section  122  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Dorothy  Crotky, 

*  Desert  Aire  Motel. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex., 

March  23, 1958. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. : 

We  urge  section  122  be  dropped  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Park  Motel, 

Loretta  Anderson. 

Carlsbad. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  section  122  be  dropped  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Ake  Court, 
Roscoe  Ake, 

Socorro,  N.  Mex. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  hope  you  see  fit  to  strike  section  122  from 
the  Gore  bill. 

Villa  Motel, 
Merle  Eagar. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  request  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

Del  Prado  Motel, 
George  Dushanke. 


Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  request  you  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

El  Ret  Motel, 

L.  C.  Mathews. 

'  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.r 

We  urge  you  to  drop  section  122  from  the 
Gore  bill. 

Tower  Motel, 
Ira  Smith. 

Santa  Rosa. 

Las  Cruces,  ft.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  that  you  vote  to  drop  section  122  of 
Gore  bill. 

Sands  Motel. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958, 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  to  vote  down  section  122  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

El  Taosena, 

Terry  Monyhan. 

Taos. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  urge  you  to  vote  section  122  out  of  the 
Gore  bill. 

El  Rio  Motel, 

C.  M.  Rees. 

Socorro, 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  23,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez,  — 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  hope  you  will  vote  section  122  out  of 
the  Gore  bill. 

Royal  Manor  Motel, 

A.  C.  Bindel. 

Carlsbad. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

At  a  special,  well  represented  motel  meet¬ 
ing  here  today,  we  were  unanimous  in  the 
belief  section  122  should  be  dropped  from 
the  Gore  bill. 

C.  E.  Neef, 

President,  Motor  -Hotel  Association  of 
New  Mexico. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Section  122,  Senate  bill  3414,  usurps  States 
rights  and  will  do  great  harm  to  private  en¬ 
terprise  and  further  economic  recession. 
Fifty  persons  would  be  directly  affected  in 
Roswell. 

’  Ernest  C.  Tucker, 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  of  the  New  Mexico  Restaurant  Associa¬ 
tion  hope  that  you  see  fit  to  vote  out  section 
122  of  the  Gore  bill;  we  feel  highway  adver¬ 
tising  is  vital  to  our  business  and  it’s  the 
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American  way  to  advertise  the  way  we  please; 
many  people  will  be  jobless  if  this  section 
122  goes  through. 

Sincerely, 

Charles  Neff,  Jr., 

President  of  Neio  Mexico  Restaurant 
Association. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Section  122  of  the  Gore  bill  will  hurt  us 
terribly.  Please  vote  it  down. 

Casa  Linda  Motel, 
Jim  Withers. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Allied  Motor  Courts  Association,  with 
members  operating  in  seven  States,  want 
you  to  know  that  we  protest  the  passage 
of  billboard  bills  S.  3414  and  3218  as  an 
invasion  of  private  property  and  detrimental 
to'  the  future  welfare  of  the  motel  industry. 

J.  H.  Withers, 
Secretary -Treasurer. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  66  Tourist  Service  Association,  con¬ 
sisting  of  Gallup  businessmen  engaged  in 
the  motel,  restaurant,  curio,  and  service  sta¬ 
tion  business  protest  the  passage  of  bill¬ 
board  bills  S.  3414  and  3218  as  an  invasion 
of  private  property  and  detrimental  to  the 
future  welfare  of  our  business. 

J.  H.  Withers, 

President. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

We  request  your  careful  consideration  on 
Senate  bill  3414  especially  section  122  having 
to  do  with  advertising  within  660  feet  of 
edge  of  rights-of-way.  There  are  over  1,200 
motels  in  New  Mexico,  many  of  these  small 
operators  will  be  seriously  affected  if  they 
are  deprived  of  contact  with  motorists  on 
Interstate  System. 

George  Miller, 

President,  Albuquerque  Motor  Court 
Association. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the 
practice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any 
industry  is  basically  unsound.  We  need 
better  highways,  but  the  expense  of  ac¬ 
quiring  an  esthetic  view  will  certainly  de¬ 
lay  completion.  We  hope  that  Senate  bill 
3414  will  pass  without  section  122. 

Al  J.  Chaves. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  22,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office' Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  opposition  to  the  amendment  con¬ 
trolling  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  appreciated.  I  believe  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  paying  the  State  to  cripple  any  indus¬ 
try  is  basically  unsound.  We  need  better 
highways,  but  the  expense  of  acquiring  an 
esthetic  view  will  certainly  delay  comple¬ 
tion.  We  hope  that  Senate  bill  3414  wiU 
pass  without  section  122. 

E.  G.  Wells. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Monday,  March  24,  Senate  will  consider 
Senate  bill  3414.  Section  122  prohibits  ad¬ 
vertising  within  660  feet  of  edge  of  rights- 
of-way  of  Interstate  Highway  System.  Ex¬ 
emptions  wholly  inadequate.  Exemptions 
permit  roadside  business  signs  within  12 
miles  of  location  but  cannot  be  over  500 
square  inches — repeat,  500  square  inches. 
Urgently  request  your  cooperation  in  de¬ 
feating  section  122  of  this  bill  and  leave 
matter  to  State  controls. 

Lloyd  P.  Bloodworth, 

Manager,  New  Mexico  Restaurant 
Association,  New  Mexico  Motor  Ho¬ 
tel  Association. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex.,  March  20, 1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Gallup  Motel  Association  want  you 
to  know  that  we  protest  the  passage  of  bill¬ 
board  bills  S.  3414  and  S.  3218  as  invasion  of 
private  property  and  detrimental  to  the  fu¬ 
ture  welfare  of  the  motel  industry. 

Dino  Gonzerla,  President. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  March  18, 1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Naturally  we  favor  S.  3414,  and  naturally 
we  believe  section  122  is  definitely  unfair  to 
not  only  the  outdoor  advertising  industry 
but  also  merchants  of  New  Mexico.  The 
tourist  trade  in  this  State  is  a  great  business 
potential  and  outdoor  advertising  is  one  of 
the  best  mediums  to  secure  this  business. 
Please  do  whatever  is  possible  to  delete  sec¬ 
tion  122  and  thereby  leave  State  control  of 
outdoors  to  the  individual  States. 

W.  B.  Zacharias, 

Pecos  Valley  Outdoor  Advertising  Co. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  18,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  proposed  Senate 
bill  which  would  eliminate  billboard  adver¬ 
tising  on  interstate  highways.  Your  valued 
support  in  killing  this  vicious  legislation  is 
respectfully  requested.  Costs  for  buying 
antibillboard  easements  would  be  prohibi¬ 
tive.  We  as  owners  of  an  outdoor  advertis¬ 
ing  company,  our  employees,  suppliers  of 
equipment  and  materials,  insurers,  the 
property  owners  who  receive  rental  for  their 
ground,  and  the  advertisers,  do  ndt  want 
this  restrictive  legislation  passed.  Those  op¬ 
posing  outdoor  advertising  are  truly  in  the 
minority.  We  have  an  adequate  safety  law 
in  New  Mexico  regarding  billboard  place¬ 
ment.  No  hazard  exists.  To  satisfy  the 
esthetic  objection  of  some,  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  investment  will  be  destroyed,  and 
thousands  of  people  deprived  of  income  and 
thrown  out  of  work.  Can  we  afford  this  to 
gratify  the  desires  of  a  minority  and  Scripps- 
Howard?  Please  refer  to  our  correspondence 
of  February  1957  for  further  information. 
We  know  we  can  count  on  your  continued 
vigorous  support  and  effort  to  kill  this  leg¬ 
islation,  and  assure  you  it  will  be  greatly 
appreciated. 

Dalton  Carter, 

New  Mexico  Sign  &  Advertising  Co. 

Coras,  N.  Mex.,  March  15, 1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  again  ask  that  you  oppose  the  outdoor 
section  of  the  Gore  bill  S.  3214  which  was 
passed  by  the  committee.  The  highway  sec¬ 


tion  bill  is  just  fine  but  the  amendment  at¬ 
tached  to  is  no  good.  I  expect  your  help. 

Ralph  R.  Johnson, 
Hardward  Bros.  New-Tex  Outdoor 
Advertising  Co. 

Denver,  Colo.,  March  23,  loss''. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez,  of  New  Mexico, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.:  ' 

Re:  Senate  bill  3414. 

Please  strike  section  122  from  this  bill. 
Let  individual  States  handle  roadside  adver¬ 
tising.  3414  proposes  to  stimulate  business 
and  create  jobs  but  section  122  would  put 
many  individuals  and  companies  out  of  jobs. 

Glenn  D.  Hopkins, 
Director,  American  Motor  Hotel 
Association,  Representing  New 
Mexico. 

Chico,  Calif.,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Section  122  of  Senate  bill  3414  not  bill  to 
beautify  highway  system.  Makes  no  attempt 
to  regulate  junkyards,  used  car  lots,  slaugh¬ 
tering  houses,  gasoline  stations,  garbage 
dumps,  grease  rendering  plants,  open-pit 
mining,  meat  processing  plants,  saw  mills, 
lumber  yards.  Ban  billboards  and  permit 
above  classifications  by  deliberately  omitting 
from  bill  prima  facie  evidence  sponsors  not 
so  much  interested  in  beautifying  highways 
as  attempting  to  discredit  and  smear  major 
advertising  medium  by  trying  to  make  bill¬ 
boards  nasty  word  despite  fact  legal  legiti¬ 
mate  business.  Major  advertising  medium 
making  substantial  contribution  to  Nation’s 
economy.  If  122  becomes  law  Senate  will  in 
effect  say  to  people  Congress  has  no  faith  in 
integrity  or  competence  of  elected  city, 
county  officials  to  use  own  police  powers  in 
making,  enforcing  comprehensive  zoning 
laws.  Reflection  which  Senate  knows  not 
fact.  Is  it  intent  of  sponsors  to  pass  to 
States  matter  regulating  all  commercial  ac¬ 
tivities  omitted  from  bill?  If  true,  why  not 
pass  to  States  matter  of  zoning  billboards, 
too.  How  can  they  say  in  good  conscience 
city-county  officials  competent  to  zone  gar¬ 
bage  dumps  but  incompetent  to  zone  bill¬ 
boards? 

Butte  County  Motel  Association. 


White  City,  Inc., 

White  City,  N.  Mex.,  March  18,  1958. 
The  Honorable  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senator  from  New  Mexico, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  Thank  you  for  your 
favorable  vote  on  committee  action  of  sec¬ 
tion  122  of  Senate  bill  3414.  This  section, 
as  you  remember,  deals  with  increased  Fed¬ 
eral  appropriation  to  the  State  highway  pro¬ 
grams  that  include  regulation  and  restric¬ 
tion  of  road  and  highway  signs. 

As  the  most  recent  report  from  the  State 
Tourist  Bureau  reveals,  the  tourist  Industry 
is  the  second  largest  industry  in  the  State  of 
New  Mexico.  It  can  easily  become  the  first 
with  proper  publicity  and  appeal  to  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  traveling  public.  Elimination  of  high¬ 
way  signs  would  virtually  eliminate  all  tour¬ 
ist  industries.  Other  fields  such  as  enter¬ 
tainment  and  automobile  services  would  be 
greatly  affected.  Highway  signs  promote  off 
highway  travel  in  New  Mexico,  induce  travel¬ 
ers  to  take  advantage  of  food,  lodging,  and 
car  service  available  in  New  Mexico,  and  in¬ 
form  travelers  of  sights  and  events  that  are 
taking  place  in  our  State.  The  loss  of  tax 
revenue  from  gasoline  sales  alone  would  se¬ 
riously  hamper  our  road  building  and  high¬ 
way  maintenance.  In  fact,  the  economic  ef¬ 
fect  upon  the  State  of  New  Mexico  would  be 
drastic. 
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Furthermore,  as  we  are  sure  you  will  agree. 
State  governments  as  we  have  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico  are  perfectly  capable  of  governing  and 
legislating  for  their  own  State,  without  Fed¬ 
eral  supervision  or  directives.  State  govern¬ 
ments  will  soon  become  obsolete  if  this  Fed¬ 
eral  trend  of  control  is  continued. 

As  you  are  already  on  record  as  opposing 
this  section,  we  urge  you  to  exercise  all  pos¬ 
sible  influence  to  have  this  section  defeated 
in  the  Senate.  The  results  of  the  Senate  ac¬ 
tion  will  certainly  have  a  permanent  influ¬ 
ence  upon  the  economy  of  the  State  of  New 
Mexico. 

Thank  you  for  your  many  favors  and  as¬ 
sistance  of  the  past. 

Yours  truly, 

Charlie  White. 

Whereas  the  Senate  Roads  Committee  has 
before  it.  Senate  bill  3041  and  Senate  bill 
3218,  which  if  passed  will  prohibit  and  con¬ 
trol  roadside  advertising  on.  private  land 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System 
and  eliminate  any  billboards  within  600  feet 
of  the  right-of-way;  and 

Whereas  it  is  the  belief  of  this  organiza¬ 
tion  that  the  passage  of  these  bills  will  seri¬ 
ously  influence  the  economy  of  the  tourist 
trade;  will  prevent  6uch  towns  as  Grants 
and  other  communities  from  advertising 
their  facilities  available  to  the  traveling  pub¬ 
lic  and  will  abolish  the  right  to  inform 
strangers  where  such  services  are  offered: 
Therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Giants  and  Western 
Valencia  County  Chamber  of  Commerce  goes 
on  record  as  opposing  these  bills  and  thereby 
respectfully  requests  your  cooperation  in 
taking  the  necessary  action  to  defeat  the 
measures  and  allow  signs  along  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System. 

This  resolution  adopted  at  a  regular  meet¬ 
ing  on  Wednesday,  March  19,  1958,  by  a 
majority  vote  of  the  members  present. 

Grants  and  Western  Calencia 
County  Chamber  of  Commerce, 

By  Marvel  Prestridge,  Secretary. 

VALENgiA.CoUNTY, 
Bluewater,  N.  Mex.'  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  It  has  been  brought 
to  my  attention  that  Senate  bill  3041,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Senator  Bush,  Republican  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  and  Senate  bill  3218,  introduced  by 
Senator  Kuchel,  Republican  of  California, 
are  to  eliminate  billboard  advertising  along 
the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

Since  a  large  part  of  the  income  of  New 
Mexico  is  derived  from  the  tourist  industry, 
I  feel  it  would  be  against  the  best  interests 
of  New  Mexico  to  eliminate  highway  adver¬ 
tising  except  where  it  would  create  a  driving 
hazard  such  as  at  an  intersection  or  on  a  bad 
curve. 

I  would  like  to  urge  defeat  of  these  bills 
when  they  come  before  you.  Anything  you 
can  do  to  defeat  them  would  be  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Jane  Hyde  Cosper, 

Vice  Chairwoman. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
printed  in  the  Record  7  telegrams  from 
the  other  side,  favoring  section  12  of  the 
bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex., 

March  24, 1958. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  members  of  La  Noche  Garden  Club 


request  that  vote  for  the  bill  which  limits 
billboards. 

Mrs.  Bernard  Lowenstein, 
President,  La  Noche  Garden  Club. 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  M arch  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  a  citizen  of  New  Mexico  I  urge  you  to 
support  Senator  Neuberger’s  bill  to  regulate 
billboards  on  new  Federal  highway  system. 

A.  E.  White. 

Santa  Rita,  N.  Mex.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Members  of  New  Mexico  Garden  Club,  Inc., 
and  their  thousands  of  friends  are  depend¬ 
ing  on  your  vote  and  support  for  the  bill¬ 
board  amendment. 

Mrs.  Horace  L.  Bounds, 

President. 

Sante  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  March  22, 1958. 
Hon,  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  respectfully  urge  you  to  use  your  in¬ 
fluence  in  behalf  of  legislation  intended  to 
keep  our  new  Federal  highways  free  of  ad¬ 
vertising  billboards. 

Old,  Santa  Fe  Association, 
John  G.  Mi®m,  President.  * 
_  f 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Do  hope  you  favor  Senate  bill  3218  limit¬ 
ing  billboards  on  Federal  highways.  Please. 
Please. 

Allison  von  Wedel. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  25,1958. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  the  members  of  Hillcrest  Garden  Club 
Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  representing  a  mem- 
ship  of  30  would  appreciate  your  support  of 
section  122  of  the  highway  bill  dealing  with 
bill  boards  on  interstate  highways. 

Mrs.  Theresa  M.  Howard, 
President,  Hillcrest  Garden  Club. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  March  25, 1958.  , 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Representing,  700  Garden  Club  members  we 
urge  your  support  bill  board  control  bill  in¬ 
cluding  section  122. 

Mrs.  Ralph  T.  Osborn,  Jr., 
President,  Albuquerque  Council  of 
Garden  Clubs. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized 
for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  today 
the  Senate  is  proceeding  under  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  limiting  to  4 
hours  the  debate  on  the  billboard-control 
amendment.  In  point  of  fact,  however, 
the  debate  began  last  night,  and  pro¬ 
ceeded  for  several  long  hours  then. 

Yesterday  the  able  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore]  made  a  very  excellent 
and  clear  presentation  of  the  highway 
bill  which  now  is  before  the  Senate.  His 
presentation  was  rather  lengthy.  I  re¬ 
gret  that  most  of  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  apparently  had  other  things  to 
do,  and  were  not  present  at  that  time. 

As  the  able  Senator  from  Tennessee 
proceeded  to  the  point  where  he  began 
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to  comment  on  the  billboard  provisions, 
not  very  many  Senators  were  present. 
Suddenly  I  saw  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  slowly  rise 
from  his  seat  and  ask  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  to  yield  for  a  question.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  did  so.  I  was 
sore  afraid;  I  knew  full  well  the  excel¬ 
lent  ability  as  a  lawyer  and  the  great 
reputation  which  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  possesses  in  tremendous 
degree.  I  recognized  that  there  was 
about  to  begin  what  perhaps  would  be  a 
critical  and  unhappy  assault  upon  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  which  I  had  been  de¬ 
lighted  to  help  fashion. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  pro¬ 
ceeded,  and  gently  asked  his  questions 
in  well  modulated  tones.  I  observed  the 
skill  of  a  fine  lawyer  with  a  legalistic 
scalpel  in  his  hand,  questioning,  prob¬ 
ing,  trying  to  find  a  weakness  if  at  all 
possible,  in  this  measure.  I  continued 
to  be  afraid. 

Time  went  by.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  fended  off  the  probing,  and 
honestly  and  forthrightly  answered  the 
questions.  After  a  while,  I  began  to  be 
less  afraid;  it  seemed  to  me  that  the 
questions  and  the  answers  afforded  an 
opportunity  for  all  who  would  read  the 
Congressional  Record  to  see  that  all  we 
have  done  is  to  try — successfully,  by 
this  amendment — honestly  and  forth¬ 
rightly  to  afford  protection  to  the  high¬ 
way  system  of  the  United  States,  to  the 
extent  of  41,000  miles  as  to  which  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  through  the 
Federal  Treasury,  pay  90  percent  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  other  hand,  to¬ 
day  my  able  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  and  there  is  no  Member  of 
this  body  for  whom  I  have  a  fonder  re¬ 
gard,  has  taken  a  different  and  far  more 
vigorous  approach.  Today  my  friend 
from  Oklahoma  stood,  not  as  he  did 
yesterday,  in  courtesy,  in  well  modu¬ 
lated  terms,  but  rather  in  stentorian 
tones,  with  a  blunderbuss  in  one  hand 
and  a  shillalagh  in  the  other,  and  aimed 
his  blows  at  those  of  us  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  who  had  the 
temerity  to  try  to  represent  the  people’s 
interest.  Said  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  to  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  “I  listened  to  the  Senator  from 
California  extol  the  California  constitu¬ 
tion  and  say  he  wanted  to  protect  it,  but 
he  violates  it  in  this  bill.  He  has 
thrown  it  out  the  window;  and,”  said 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  “for  a  few 
pieces  of  silver  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
would  let  the  State  constitutions  be 
broken  and  would  let  our  State  govern¬ 
ments  be  seduced  and  ravaged  and 
debauched. 

I  am  glad  my  able  friend  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Long]  is  present  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber.  There  is  no  man  in  the  Senate  who 
does  not  need  to  have  his  credentials  in 
favor  of  States  rights  less  verified  than 
does  my  able  friend  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Not  yet. 

Mr.  KERR.  For  one  question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No.  I  am  still  a  little 
afraid.  [Laughter.] 
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I  have  again  and  again  in  the  Senate 
seen  the  able  Senator  from  Louisiana 
arise  and  extol,  as  it  is  his  right  and  duty, 
the  greatness  of  the  theory  of  the  rights 
of  States,  so  I  am  glad  we  who  favor  this 
amendment  have  a  champion  of  States 
rights  defending  our  proposal  in  this 
debate. 

Yesterday  I  thought,  with  particular 
and  telling  clarity,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  asked,  What  is  wrong  with  the 
Federal  Government’s  laying  down  a  pol¬ 
icy  under  law  by  which  moneys  will  be 
allocated  to  the  States  for  such  high 
purposes  as  hospital  construction?  Is 
there  anyone  today  in  the  American 
Congress  who  objects  to  the  Federal  un¬ 
employment  compensation  statutes,  un¬ 
der  which,  if  the  States  agree  to  abide 
by  that  which  the  Congress  has  decreed, 
Federal  moneys  are  made  available  to 
them?  What,  indeed,  is  wrong  with  the 
present  Federal  highway  legislation,  un¬ 
der  which,  if  States  agree  to  abide  by 
Federal  standards,  they  are  permitted  to 
receive  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  an  Interstate  Highway?  The 
answer  is,  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  it, 
at  all. 

I  think  the  words  which  are  in  the 
Record  of  last  night,  iterated  by  my  able 
friend  from  Louisiana,  demonstrate  con¬ 
clusively  the  paucity  of  logic  which  has 
been  voiced  today  by  my  friend  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  All  this  amendment 
means  to  me  is  that  if  a  highway  is 
going  to  be  built  for  a  million  dollars, 
the  Federal  Government  will  put  up 
$900,000  and  say  to  the  States,  “In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  $900,000,  we  will  give  you  an 
extra  $5,000  if  you  try  to  keep  the  high¬ 
way  beautiful.”  That  is  all  it  means 
to  me.  The  State  can  either  take  the 
extra  $5,000  or  permit  $50,000  worth  of 
signs  to  be  constructed  on  the  highway, 
which  may  make  it  so  ugly  that  nobody 
will  want  to  drive  on  it  except  by  neces¬ 
sity. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  still  a  little 
afraid. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  not  too  much?  I 
remind  the  Senator  that  I  yielded  to 
him. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  now  touches  me  in  a  place 
which  I  find  overwhelms  me.  With 
great  trepidation,  I  yield  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  statement  made  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  has  disarmed  the  Senator  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma.  I  want  to  say  to  him  he  is  the 
last  man  on  the  floor  I  would  either  harm 
or  seek  to  harm,  because  of  my  affection 
and  respect  for  him.  The  Senator  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  similarity  between  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government’s  participation  in  the 
proposal  now  before  the  Senate,  and  that 
pertaining  to  local  hospitals. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Can  the  Senator  name 
foi  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  a  single 
other  Federal  program  of  participation 
in  construction,  whether  it  be  for  hos¬ 


pitals,  schools,  or  whatever  it  may  be, 
where  the  facilities  on  which  the  Federal 
Government  or  the  State  is  to  construct 
the  facility  makes  any  approach  other 
than  by  paying  the  citizen  who  owns  the 
property  where  the  facility  has  been  built 
or  is  to  be  built  for  his  property,  in 
accordance  with  the  law  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  value  of  the  property  to 
be  obtained  from  the  citizen? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  frank  to  give 
the  Senator — and  I  desire  to  develop  that 
point  in  the  comments  I  shall  make — 
the  reasons  why  we  are  endeavoring  to 
give  States  an  incentive  either  to  pur¬ 
chase  advertising  easements,  or,  if  they 
so  desire,  to  exercise  their  constitutional 
police  powers. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  do  so  without  pay¬ 
ing  for  the  property? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  As  the  Senator  well 
knows,  the  police  power  of  a  State,  if  it 
is  exercised  in  a  reasonable  fashion,  con¬ 
stitutes  a  part  of  the  law  of  this  great 
Republic. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  able  to 
point  to  a  hospital  which  has  been  built 
with  Federal  funds,  the  location  for 
which  was  obtained  by  police  power? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  cannot. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  morning  my  able  friend,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma,  arranged  to  have 
brought  into  the  Senate  Chamber  some 
signs,  and  in  referring  to  them,  he  de¬ 
nounced  the  provision  of  the  bill  which, 
with  respect  to  one  aspect  of  the  philos¬ 
ophy  of  the  amendment,  limits  signs  to 
500  square  inches.  He  was  utilizing  that 
feature  of  the  amendment  as  an  argu¬ 
ment,  as  he  saw  it,  for  rejecting  the  en¬ 
tire  amendment. 

I  was  puzzled.  I  asked  the  Senator 
about  it,  because  I  did  not  want  to  rely 
on  a  faulty  memory.  I  said,  “How  did 
the  Senator  vote  in  committee  on  the 
500-square-inch  amendment?”  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  said,  “I  voted  for 
it.”  I  was  more  puzzled  then  than  be¬ 
fore,  because  my  able  friend  had  voted 
for  something  in  committee,  and  having 
been  on  the  prevailing  side,  now  used 
that  for  which  he  voted  in  committee  as 
an  argument  on  the  Senate  floor  against 
the  proposal.  The  simple  truth  is  that 
while  language  must  be  susceptible  to 
honest  interpretation,  I  say  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  is  sufficiently  clear  as 
to  defy  misrepresentation  to  reasonable 
minds. 

On  the  point  of  subparagraph  (3), 
with  respect  to  the  500-square-inch 
provision,  I  think  the  letter  which  the 
able  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neu- 
berger]  placed  in  the  Record,  and  the 
short  colloquy  in  which  we  both  par¬ 
ticipated  with  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  make  it  abundantly 
clear  what  the  intention  is.  Beyond  that 
I  think  a  mere  reading  of  subpara¬ 
graphs  (3)  and  (4)  ought  to  make  it 
clear  to  Senators  what  the  intention  is. 

What,  in  a  word,  are  we  trying  to  do? 
We  live  in  a  Nation,  48  States,  which 
has  streets,  roads,  highways,  and  thor¬ 
oughfares  embracing  millions  of  miles 
and  extending  across  the  continent. 

There  is  one  system  which  was  fash¬ 
ioned  in  the  Congress  2  years  ago  to 
provide  for  a  41,000-mile,  high-speed. 


limited-access  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highway  System,  which  Congress  deter¬ 
mined  to  pay  for  to  the  extent  of  nine- 
tenths.  A  portion  of  that  system  is  in 
use  today.  Indeed,  some  of  it  was  ac¬ 
tually  being  used  to  the  time  the  bill  was 
passed  in  1956. 

The  amendment,  which  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  approved  by  a  majority  vote, 
prescribes  a  national  policy  which  the 
President  of  the  United  States  has  en¬ 
dorsed  and  which  Gov.  Adlai  Stev¬ 
enson  in  principle  has  endorsed.  It  is  a 
national  policy  by  which  we  say,  “It  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  safety  of  the  driv¬ 
ing  public  and  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
protecting  the  scenic  beauty  of  the  areas 
traversed  by  these  thoroughfares  that 
the  highway  system  should  be  protected 
from  indiscriminate  outdoor  advertis¬ 
ing.”  That  is  all  we  say.  That  is  all  we 
honorably  seek  to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  California  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized  for 
3  more  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  After  proclaiming  the 
national  policy  we  except  that  part  of 
the  highway  system  which  does  not  re¬ 
quire  additional  rights-of-way  and 
which  was  in  being  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  the  statute  in  1956. 

We  had  the  problem  of  home  rule  to 
consider.  Cities  in  my  State,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  have  a  constitutional  right  under 
the  State  constitution  to  exercise  the 
police  power,  as  they  have  done,  are  do¬ 
ing,  and  will  continue  to  do  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  and  thus  the  State  could  not  speak 
for  such  cities  in  any  agreement  to  apply 
a  national  policy.  So  in  the  bill  we  ex¬ 
cepted  incorporated  cities. 

We  did  something  more.  We  provided 
that  if  a  State  was  interested  in  adher¬ 
ing  to  an  agreement  which  would  be 
worked  out  between  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  State  itself,  we  would 
accept  a  decision  by  the  State  as  to  what 
areas  constituted  industrial  or  com¬ 
mercial  or  business  areas  through  which 
the  interstate  highway  might  run,  and 
there  the  national  highway  policy  would 
not  apply. 

Mr.  President,  we  are  making  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  meet  a  basic  issue  and  meet  it 
fairly.  It  seems  to  me  that  no  one  can 
quarrel  with  the  reasonable  terms  in 
which  the  amendment  has  been  fash¬ 
ioned.  I  hope  most  sincerely  that  the 
amendment  will  be  adopted  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  and  that  the  amendment  of  my 
able  friend  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr] 
and  other  Senators  will  be  defeated. 

I  close  by  reading  into  the  Record  a 
statute  dated  1285  A.  D.  It  is  the 
Statute  of  Winchester,  13  Edward  I.  It 
is  entitled,  “The  Breadth  of  Highways 
Leading  From  One  Market  Town  to  An¬ 
other.” 

And  further.  It  is  commanded,  that  high¬ 
ways  leading  from  one  market-town  to  an¬ 
other  shall  be  enlarged,  whereas  bushes, 
woods,  or  dikes,  be  so  that  there  be  neither 
dike,  tree,  nor  bush,  whereby  a  man  may 
lurk  to  do  hurt,  within  two  hundred  foot  of 
the  one  side,  and  two  hundred  foot  on  the 
other  side  of  the  way,  so  that  this  statute 
shall  not  extend  unto  ashes,  nor  unto  great 
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trees,  for  which  it  shall  be  clearly  out  of  this. 
(2)  And  if  by  default  of  the  lord,  that  will 
not  abate  the  dike,  underwood,  or  bushes,  in 
the  manner  aforesaid,  any  robberies  be  done 
therein,  the  lord  shall  be  answerable  for  the 
felony;  and  if  further  be  done  the  lord  shall 
make  a  fine  at  the  King’s  pleasure.  (3)  And 
if  the  lord  be  not  able  to  fell  the  under¬ 
woods,  the  country  shall  aid  him  therein. 
(4)  And  the  King  willeth,  that  in  his  de¬ 
mean  lands,  and  woods  within  his  forest  and 
without,  the  ways  shall  be  enlarged,  as  be¬ 
fore  is  said.  (5)  And  if  perchance  a  park 
be  taken  from  the  highway,  it  is  requisite 
that  the  lord  shall  set  his  park  the'  space  of 
two  hundred  foot  from  the  highways,  as  be¬ 
fore  is  said,  or  that  he  make  such  a  wall, 
dyke,  or  hedge,  that  offenders  may  not  pass, 
n.or  return  to  do  evil. 

I  do  not  propose  that  we  do  evil  in  the 
Senate  today.  I  propose  we  do  some¬ 
thing  good  for  the  people.  I  ask  Sena¬ 
tors  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to  defeat 
the  amendment  to  strike  out  the  incen¬ 
tive  legislation  for  billboard  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  California  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
10  minutes,  or  such  amount  of  10  min¬ 
utes  as  he  may  desire,  to  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Cotton]. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  it  is  not 
my  intention  to  review  and  rehearse  the 
arguments  already  made  in  connection 
with  the  provisions  of  the  pending  bill 
which  apply  to  the  control  of  highway 
advertising.  I  wish  to  say,  however,  that 
the  issue  has  been  rather  beclouded  this 
morning  by  impassioned  pleas  which  go 
far  beyond  the  commonsense,  down-to- 
earth  interpretation  of  the  provisions. 

As  has  already  been  pointed  out,  the 
provisions  in  the  bill  relating  to  billboard 
advertising  are  essentially  restricted  to 
the  portions  of  the  Interstate  Highway 
System  which  are  outside  the  commer¬ 
cial  areas,  outside  the  metropolitan 
areas,  and  outside  the  areas  which  are 
within  the  incorporated  towns,  where 
advertising  is  already  permitted  and  in 
many  cases,  if  not  in  most  cases,  already 
controlled  by  local  or  State  regulations. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  are  clearly 
pointed  toward  the  Interstate  System 
which  in  part,  has  been  constructed, 
other  parts  of  which  are  about  to  be  con¬ 
structed,  or  are  in  the  process  of  being 
constructed,  through  the  rural  areas,  in 
most  cases  where  no  highway  has  here¬ 
tofore  existed.  The  design  and  purpose 
are  to  preserve  and  protect  the  system, 
into  which  the  Federal  Government  will 
be  pouring  vast  sums  of  money,  from  in¬ 
discriminate,  uncontrolled  advertising. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  now  what  I  will  explain 
again  briefly  when  I  call  up  my  amend¬ 
ment.  I  intend  to  offer  an  amendment, 
which  will  not  be  in  order,  of  course,  un¬ 
til  the  time  has  expired  or  been  yielded 
back  on  the  amendment  of  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  to 
strike  from  the  bill  the  provision  under 
discussion.  This  amendment  will  make 
more  clear  and  will  further  limit  the 
application  of  the  billboard  provision  of 
the  bill. 


The  provision  on  page  22  of  the  bill 
as  it  is  now  before  us  reads : 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  munici¬ 
pal  regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse 
other  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly 
established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or 
commercial,  or  which  are  built  on  rights-of 
way.  - 

Mr.  President,  I  invite  particular  at¬ 
tention  to  this  wording;  “wholly  ac¬ 
quired  before  July  1,  1956.” 

That  provision  might  apply  to  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  interstate  system  where  an 
existing  highway  has  been  somewhat 
widened.  It  will  be  my  intention  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  out  the  words 
“rights-of-way  wholly  acquired”  and,  so 
as  not  to  leave  the  matter  to  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  to  in¬ 
sert  a  limitation  on  the  effect  of  the  bill 
to  those  parts  of  the  Interstate  System  in 
which  the  rights  have  been  wholly  ac¬ 
quired  since  July  1, 1956.  In  other  words, 
it  would  limit  the  control  of  advertising 
under  the  act  to  those  parts  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  which  are  wholly  new, 
built  through  rural  areas  where  no  high¬ 
way  has  heretofore  existed. 

I  am  unable  to  ascertain,  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  is  unable  to  in¬ 
form  me  as  to  the  exact  percentage 
which  'this  provision  would  cover.  Sev¬ 
enty-two  percent  of  the  proposed  Inter¬ 
state  System  is,  in  their  eyes,  new,  virgin 
highway.  But  some  small  parts  of  the 
system  consist  of  highways  which  have 
previously  been  in  use. 

I  am  offering  this  amendment,  first, 
because  I  believe  in  controlling  adver¬ 
tising  on  the  new  highway  system.  I 
supported  such  a  policy  last  year.  I  sup¬ 
ported  it  when  the  highway  bill  first 
came  before  the  Senate,  and  regretted 
that  the  provision  was  stricken  out.  I 
supported  it  in  the  committee,  when  we 
were  unable  to  obtain  a  majority  vote 
to  report  it  to  the  Senate;  and  I  am 
supporting  it  now. 

I  believe  it  will  be  an  effective  provi¬ 
sion.  One  advantage  of  it  is  that  it 
will  mean  that  no  present  advertising 
facilities  will  be  torn  down,  that  no  rights 
of  advertising  which  were  in  existence 
before  the  act  went  into  effect  on  July 
1,  1956,  will  be  harmed,  that  no  one  who 
has  his  money  invested  in  motels,  res¬ 
taurants,  gasoline  stations,  or  any  in¬ 
dustrial  or  commercial  enterprise,  or 
who  has  his  signs  on  highways  in  exist¬ 
ence,  will  be  deprived,  either  by  purchase 
or  by  exercise  of  police  power,  of  the 
advertising  rights  he  now  has. 

It  will  mean  that  at  least  65  or  70 
percent  of  the  entire  Interstate  System 
which  is  to  be  constructed  through  the 
countryside  will,  from  the  very  begin¬ 
ning,  be  under  control  so  far  as  adver¬ 
tising  is  concerned.  So  far  as  we  in  the 
Federal  Government  can  bring  it  about 
by  national  policy,  and  so  far  as  it  can 
be  brought  about  by  paying  our  share 
of  the  purchase  price,  such  highways 
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will  be  controlled  with  respect  to  adver¬ 
tising. 

I  believe  that  the  adoption  of  such  an 
amendment  would  make  this  a  stronger 
bill,  and  that  there  would  be  a  better 
chance  of  getting  it  through  the  Senate 
and  the  other  body. 

Second,  I  think  it  would  grant  pro¬ 
tection  against  unbridled  and  unre¬ 
strained  highway  advertising,  and  ac¬ 
complish  all  that  is  necessary  to  preserve 
the  beauty  of  the  landscapes  of  the  coun¬ 
tryside.  I  believe  such  an  amendment 
would  make  the  bill  better  and  more 
logical. 

It  would  have  the  added  effect  of  ap¬ 
plying  only  to  those  parts  of  the  highway 
where  there  is  no  existing  advertising 
facility,  which  locations  are  not  attrac¬ 
tive  to  advertisers  until  the  highway  has 
made  it  so.  When  we  build  a  highway 
in  an  entirely  new  location,  where  no 
highway  has  previously  existed,  through 
the  countryside,  we  are  not  depriving 
anyone  of  any  rights  which  he  has  there¬ 
tofore  had,  because  there  was  no  reason 
for  advertising  when  there  were  no 
highways. 

The  Federal  Government,  which  is 
paying  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  these 
highways,  is  justified  in  protecting  its 
investment  by  using  every  reasonable 
and  legitimate  means  to  limit  and  control 
advertising  in  that  area. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  think 
the  Federal  Government  now  has  the 
power  to  exercise  control  whether  or  not 
there  is  a  sign  in  an  area  which  is  not  a 
part  of  the  right-of-way  on  which  the 
highway  is  built? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  do  not ;  and  there  is 
no  such  provision  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COTTON.  There  is  no  provision 
by  which  the  Federal  Government  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  exercise  such  control. 

The  bill  merely  provides,  first,  that  if 
the  State  has  the  right  to  control  adver¬ 
tising,  and  decides  to  control  it,  the  State 
will  receive  additional  aid  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government;  and  second,  the  bill 
provides  that  if  the  State  chooses  to  pur¬ 
chase,  in  connection  with  the  purchase 
of  the  rights-of-way,  advertising  rights, 
and  pay  for  them,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  pay  its  share,  so  long  as  the  ad¬ 
vertising  rights  purchased  do  not  cost 
in  excess  of  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the 
rights-of-way. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  highway  de¬ 
partment  in  the  State  of  New  Hampshire 
have  the  authority  to  prevent  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  signs  on  property  of  private  citi¬ 
zens  in  areas  adjacent  to,  but  not  a  part 
of,  the  right-of-way  for  a  highway? 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  does  not.  I  doubt 
whether  the  highway  department  of  any 
State  has  such  a  right.  Whether  the 
legislature  has  such  a  right  or  not  is  an¬ 
other  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  asked  the  Senate  if  the 
highway  department  had  such  a  right. 
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Mr.  COTTON.  Certainly  not;  and  if 
the  bill  is  passed,  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  will  not  have  any  more  rights  than 
it  previously  had. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  May  I  have  5  minutes 
more? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  5  minutes  more 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  ask  the  Senator  if  it  is 
not  a  fact  that  the  bill  provides  that  if 
a  contract  is  made  between  the  highway 
department  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  the  control  is  implemented.  Is 
not  that  the  provision  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  am  not  sure  that  I 
understand  the  Senator’s  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  not  a  provision  of 
the  bill  that  this  regulatory  program 
shall  be  put  into  effect  if  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  makes  a  contract  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  permitting 
it? 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  the  State  highway 
department  made  such  a  contract  and 
carried  out  the  contract,  it  would  be  put 
into  effect.  But  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  cannot  carry  out  such  a  con¬ 
tract  if  it  has  not  the  authority  to  do  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  bill  state  that 
the  implementation  of  the  policy  is  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  having  such  authority? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Anyone  with  ordinary 
commonsense,  in  reading  the  bill,  would 
know  that  if  the  highway  department  is 
unable  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  they  will  not  be  carried  out. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  believe 
that  laws  should  be  written  so  that  only 
those  with  commonsense  can  under¬ 
stand  them? '  Or  does  he  think  they 
should  be  written  so  that  those  not 
blessed  with  commonsense  may  under¬ 
stand  them? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Those  with  common- 
sense  should  shed  light  for  those  not 
blessed  with  commonsense. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  think 
we  should  place  that  burden  upon  them? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  think  it  would  not  be 
an  impossible  burden. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Senator,  in  as  plain 
language  as  I  can,  that  if  I  can  read 
English  correctly,  the  bill  merely  pro¬ 
vides  that,  if  a  State  chooses  to  regulate 
advertising,  and  has  the  constitutional 
power  to  do  so,  it  shall  be  paid  one-half 
of  1  percent  more  from  the  Federal 
Government;  and  if  it  does  not  choose*to 
exercise  that  right,  and  prefers  to  pur¬ 
chase  the  right,  and  does  purchase  it,  the 
Federal  Government  will  pay  90  percent 
of  the  cost.  That  is  all  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Certainly. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  recognize  the  Senator’s 
complete  knowledge  of  and  familiarity 
with  what  is  in  the  bill,  and  his  great 
ability  and  understanding.  The  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  does  not  possess  those 
qualities  in  the  proportion  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  does. 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  not  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  a  fayor  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma,  would  the  Senator 


from  New  Hampshire  now  show  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  where  that  lan¬ 
guage  is  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  COTTON.  What  language? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  which  provides  in 
effect,  that  if  the  State  has  a  right  to 
act,  and  in  the  exercise  of  its  constitu¬ 
tional  authority  it  does  act,  thus  and  so 
happens. 

Mr,  COTTON.  The  bill  does  not  con¬ 
tain  such  specific  language,  because,  as 
a  matter  of  constitutional  fact,  neither 
the  Senate  nor  any  other  body  can  con¬ 
fer  upon  the  States  an  unconstitutional 
privilege.  Obviously  it  is  only  if  the 
State  has  the  power  to  act,  and  does  act, 
that  it  can  proceed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  not  the  bill  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  State  highway  de¬ 
partments?  Is  not  that  language  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  says  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  does  not  have  the  authority  and 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  does  not 
have  the  authority.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  therefore,  would  like  to  know 
how  the  two,  contracting  together,  can 
create  an  authority  which  neither  of 
them  possesses. 

Mr.  COTTON.  They  cannot.  That  is 
a  safeguard  which  should  console  and 
comfort  the  heart  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Long  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  May  I  have  2  more 
minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  more  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  shall  say  one  more 
thing  in  my  own  time:  If  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  can  get  me  more  time 
later,  I  shall  use  it  to  answer  his  ques¬ 
tions  further. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  not  want  to 
encounter  the  difficulty  of  securing  ad¬ 
ditional  time.  I  would  not  want  thus  to 
impose  on  our  good  friend  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  have  just  yielded  an 
additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  For  the  use  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  parli¬ 
amentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  is  the  official 
time  situation  at  the  moment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  has  71  minutes 
remaining.  The  opposition  has  65.  min¬ 
utes  remaining. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  Senator  from 
California  has  71  minutes  remaining, 
and  he  gives  me  only  2  minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Three  minutes. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
He  has  always  been  the  soul  of  gener¬ 
osity.  He  leads  me  to  suspect  that  he 
is  so  reluctant  to  give  me  more  time  be¬ 
cause  he  is  afraid  that  what  I  may  say 
will  be  a  liability  to  his  cause  rather 
than  an  asset. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  What  I  am  afraid  of  is 
that  when  the  3  minutes  have  expired 
there  will  be  a  request  for  3  more  min¬ 
utes,  as  there  have  been  already  2  re¬ 
quests  for  5  minutes  each. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  wish  to  add  one 
more  thought.  It  is  what  I  was  about 
to  say  when  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  interrogated  me.  A 
great  deal  has  been  said  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  this  morning  about  the  rights 
of  the  people  living  adjacent  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  Interstate  System,  and  about  the 
value  of  their  advertising  rights  and 
such  rights  being  taken  from  them. 
The  answer  to  that,  first,  is  that  such  a 
right  cannot  be  taken  from  them  unless 
the  State  has  the  right  to  do  so  and  ex¬ 
ercises  it,  or  pays  for  it. 

Another  answer  which  should  be  borne 
in  mind  is  that  the  citizen  who  is  the 
real  sufferer  from  the  construction  of 
the  Interstate  Highway  System  is  not 
the  citizen  who  might  want  at  some  fu¬ 
ture  date  to  sell  to  some  corporation  the 
privilege  of  putting  up  an  advertising 
sign  on  his  property.  Rather,  it  is  the 
citizen  who  finds  his  home  shut  off 
without  an  access  to  the  highway,  or 
with  no  access,  perhaps,  for  3  or  4  or 
5  miles.  To  be  sure  he  has  been  paid, 
but  the  highway  may  run  between  his 
farmhouse  and  his  barn. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  has  expired.  v 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  1  m<5re  minute 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  They  are  the  people 
who  have  already  suffered.  The  matter 
of  advertising  is  not  something  which 
justifies  anyone  in  tearing  his  hair.  It 
is  my  hope  that  my  amendment  will  be 
adopted.  It  will  narrow  the  question 
down  to  the  new,  virgin  highway  where 
no  highway  has  existed  heretofore,  where 
no  advertisements  have  been  in  exist¬ 
ence.  In  that  way  we  will  be  able  to 
protect  the  freedom — there  has  been 
said  about  freedom — of  thosevwho  will 
travel  on  the  highways  in  future  years, 
and  who  will  not  become  captives  of  a 
long  line  of  advertising  signs. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 

1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  I  have 

received  a  number  of  telegrams  and  let¬ 
ters  from  persons  throughout  Idaho  fa¬ 
voring  the  enactment  into  law  of  section 
12  of  the  present  bill.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  these  expressions  of  popular 
support  for  the  principle  of  billboard  reg¬ 
ulation,  as  embodied  in  section  12,  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Lewiston,  Idaho. 

Senator  Frank  Church, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Frank:  After  reading  Marquis 
Childs’  article  in  March  22  Tribune,  I  want 
to  thank  you  for  supporting  the  anti-bill¬ 
board  amendment  of  Senator  Neuberger.  I 
have  not  talked  to  a  single  person  In  the  past 

2  days  but  who  approves  of  your  stand  and 
are  pleased  to  be  represented  by  someone 
who  will  support  such  an  amendment. 

Sincerely, 

Shirley  F.  Lyons. 
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Grangeville,  Idaho,  March  22,  1958. 
Hon.  Prank  Church, 

The  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Church:  This  is  to  let  you  know 
that  we  are  in  favor  of  no  billboards  on  the 
transcontinental  highway.  If  all  signs  could 
be  small  and  scattered  in  desert  or  plains 
country  and  be  amusing  like  The  Stinker’s  in 
southern  Idaho,  there  would  not  be  so  much 
objection;  but  permitting  one  opens  the  way 
for  others  and  it  is  enough  to  have  only 
regular  direction  and  standard  highway 
signs. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  E.  M.  Downing. 

Lewiston,  Idaho,  March  23,  1958. 
The  Honorable  Frank  Church, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  The  Merri-Tiller  Garden  Club 
with  a  membership  of  18  of  the  Idaho  State 
Federation  of  Garden  Clubs,  greatly  desire 
your  continued  support  of  a  bill  prohibiting 
advertising  billboards  along  the  highways. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Mrs.  H.  G.  Marshall, 

President  of  Merri-Tillers  Garden 
Club,  First  Assistant  Director  of 
Panhandle-Clearwater  District. 

Reubens,  Idaho,  March  23,  1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Dear  Sir:  As  a  garden  club  member  and 
Panhandle-Clearwater  district  director  of 
Federated  Garden  Clubs,  I  would  like  to  add 
my  plea  for  myself  and  our  garden  clubs  to 
keep  our  highways  free  of  billboards. 

We  are  working  to  beautify  our  State  and 
highways,  and  certainly  billboards  do  not  add 
to  the  beauty  of  our  State,  which  we  are 
striving  to  make  a  place  we- can  be  proud  to 
have  people  travel  through. 

We  hope  you  will  help  us  in  this  matter 
When  this  bill  is  presented. 

Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs.  Sam  I.  Quinn, 

Panhandle-Clearwater  District  Di¬ 
rector. 

Lewiston,  Idaho,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Nez  Perce  County  Democratic  Women’s 
Organization  asks  your  continued  support  of 
the  Neuberger  and  billboard  amendment  for 
the  national  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Gilbert  Williams, 
Chairman,  Legislative  Committee. 

Pocatello,  Idaho,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  your 'support  of  section  12,  bill  S. 
3414,  billboard  control. 

Lulu  Johnson, 

Vice  President,  Idaho  Federated 
Garden  Clubs. 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho,  March  23,  1958. 
Senator  Church, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

We  urge  your  support  of  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414,  billboard  control. 

Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Lawnie  Hooker, 

District  Director,  Southeast  District, 
Idaho  Federated  Garden  Clubs. 


Pocatello,  Idaho,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  your  suport  of  section  12,  bill  S.  3414, 
billboard  control. 

Mrs.  E.  R.  Buehler, 
Chairman,  Roadside  Development, 
Idaho  Federated  Garden  Clubs. 


Idaho  Falls,  Idaho,  March  23, 1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  your  support  of  section  12,  Senate 
bill  S.  3414  billboard  control.  Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Glen  Wadsworth, 
President,  Idaho  Falls  Flower  and 
Garden  Club. 

Weiser,  Idaho,  March  24, 1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Vote  "yes”  on  bill  S.  3414,  control  bill¬ 
boards  on  highway. 

Respectfully. 

Weiser  Garden  Club, 

Garden  Crafts  Gardening  Work¬ 
shop. 

Orofino,  Idaho,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Frank  Church, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  as  a  group  are  opposed  to  billboards 
along  the  highway. 

The  Sod  Busters  Garden  Club. 

Payette,  Idaho,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Frank  Church, 

United  States  Senator,  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

Vote  "yes”  for  bill  S.  3414,  control  of  bill¬ 
boards  on  new  highway. 

Payette  Floral  Club  Green  Garden 
Galls. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mi’.  President,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  to  delete 
section  12  from  the  pending  bill. 

First  of  all,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am 
thoroughly  in  sympathy  with  the  de¬ 
clared  objectives  of  the  bill.  All  of  us,  I 
am  sure,  will  subscribe  to  the  idea  that  it 
is  much  better  to  have  scenic  beauty  and 
grandeur  than  things  not  beautiful  and 
grand.  I  believe  I  come  by  the  desire  to 
have  scenic  beauty  and  grandeur  pre¬ 
served  as  honestly  as  anyone  else,  be¬ 
cause  my  family  and  I  have  always  en¬ 
joyed  the  beauty  of  nature,  not  only 
along  highways  but  also  in  camp,  whether 
in  the  open  or  under  the  shelter  of  a 
tent.  We  have  spent  many  happy  weeks 
and  even  months  in  that  type  of  ac¬ 
tivity. 

However,  in  this  instance,  as  in  any 
other  instance,  we  are  entitled  to  have 
the  legislative  objective  achieved  by  a 
workable  plan,  a  plan  which  is  legal  and 
constitutional,  a  plan  which  is  accept¬ 
able  in  method  and  feasible  financially, 
and  one  which  both  parties  will  be  able 
to  carry  out. 

I  submit  that  section  12  does  not  have 
any  of  those  qualifications.  To  put  it 
affirmatively  and  positively,  I  say  that 
section  12  does  not  present  a  workable 
plan.  It  is  not  legal  or  constitutional. 
It  is  not  acceptable  in  method  and  it  is 
infeasible  financially.  Furthermore,  it 
is  a  plan  which  will  result  in  agreements 
being  entered  into  by  the  States  and  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  which  cannot 
be  performed  and  carried  out  on  the  part 
of  the  States  themselves. 

It  is  interesting  to  observe  the  evolu¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  legislation.  Origin¬ 
ally,  when  this  type  of  legislation  was 
proposed  and  considered,  it  involved  the 
concept  of  direct  Federal  action.  It  was 
very  early  discarded  on  that  basis,  be¬ 
cause  the  General  Counsel  of  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  Commerce  wrote  an  opinion 
which  definitely  held  that  the  Federal 
Government  does  not  have  the  authority 
to  control  advertising  along  the  Inter¬ 
state  System.  The  opinion  further 
stated  that  the  Federal  Government  may 
not  participate  in  the  acquiring  of  ad¬ 
vertising  rights,  except  in  limited  in¬ 
stances,  under  section  2  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1940,  as  amended,  where 
the  acquisition  of  such  rights  alone  would 
be  sufficient  for  the  preservation  of 
natural  beauty.  The  opinion  further 
held  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
was  not  authorized  to  acquire  advertis¬ 
ing  easements  with  Federal  aid  highway 
funds. 

Therefore  the  concept  of  having  the 
Federal  Government  interest  itself  di¬ 
rectly  in  these  efforts  was  abandoned. 
It  had  to  be  abandoned.  When  it  was 
found  that  these  powers  were  not  en¬ 
joyed  by  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
that  the  Federal  Government  had  no  po¬ 
lice  power  in  this  respect,  and  that  it 
had  no  power  to  control  this  advertising, 
a  shift  in  techniques  was  made,  and  a 
new  maneuver  was  restored  to. 

In  section  12,  we  witness  an  effort  to 
resort  to  indirection  to  achieve  that 
which  cannot  be  achieved  directly.  In 
this  proposal,  authority  is  granted  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  “enter  into 
agreements  with  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  within  the  State.” 

What  is  that  national  policy  to  which 
reference  is  made  in  the  authorizing  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill?  If  we  refer  to  the 
language  on  page  21,  lines  6  through  24, 
we  have  it  before  us.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  that  portion  of  the  bill  to 
which  I  have  just  referred  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portion 
of  the  bill  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  pol¬ 
icy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way 
of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  provide 
for: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of 
the  traveling  public. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Among  other  things 
which  the  national  policy  embraces  is  a 
listing  of  national  standards  to  be  pre¬ 
pared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  which  shall  provide 
for  4  kinds  of  signs:  First,  directional 
or  official  signs;  second,  signs  advertis¬ 
ing  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  up- 
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on  which  they  are  located;  third,  signs 
not  larger  than  500  square  inches  ad¬ 
vertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  not  farther  than  12  miles  from 
the  location  of  the  signs;  fourth,  signs 
erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  au¬ 
thorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  section  12,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  interest 
of  the  traveling  public — whatever  that 
means. 

The  question  has  arisen  in  the  debate 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  enumeration 
of  those  4  types  of  signs  is  exclusive,  or 
whether  they  may  be  amended  or  added 
to. 

It  had  been  my  understanding,  until 
yesterday  afternoon,  that  those  4  types 
of  signs  were  the  only  signs  which  could 
be  authorized  under  the  regulations 
which  would  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
But  it  was  submitted  yesterday  and  is 
now  contended,  as  I  understand,  by  the 
authors  of  the  bill,  that  those  4  types 
of  signs  are  not  exclusive;  that  they  are 
mandatory;  that  they  have  to  be  in  the 
regulations,  but  they  are  not  exclusive. 

So  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  can  add 
to  the  size  of  the  signs.  He  is  not  lim¬ 
ited  to  500  square  inches  in  specifying 
their  size.  He  may  authorize  signs  as 
large  as  30  by  60  feet,  if  he  so  chooses,  so 
far  as  it  is  within  reason,  whatever  that 
means.  I  shall  discuss  that  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

I  should  like  to  consider  the  question 
of  the  four  types  of  signs  first  as  being 
exclusive  and  then,  as  not  being  exclu¬ 
sive.  First,  I  wish  to  consider  the  alter¬ 
native  of  their  being  exclusive,  and  that 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  bound  by 
them  and  cannot  add  anything  more  to 
the  list.  If  the  four  types  of  signs  are 
exclusive  and  cannot  be  departed  from, 
it  means  that  whenever  an  agreement 
would  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary 
with  a  State  highway  department,  there 
would  be  a  setting  aside  and  a  nullifica¬ 
tion  of  any  and  all  State  and  local  laws 
and  ordinances  relating  to  zoning  regu¬ 
lations  pertaining  to  the  advertising 
signs  within  the  area  embraced  in  the 
agreement,  because  the  agreement,  by 
the  language  of  the  bill,  must  include 
provisions  regarding  the  regulation  of 
signs  in  conformity  with  the  standards 
established  in  accordance  with  subsec¬ 
tion  (a).  This  includes  the  four  sub- 
paragraphs  to  which  I  have  referred. 
If  it  does  that,  and  if  those  four  sub- 
paragraphs  may  not  be  added  to  or 
changed,  it  means  that  if  there  are  any 
signs  in  the  area  subject  to  the  agree¬ 
ment  signed  by  the  Department,  such 
signs  become  illegal  because  they  do  not 
comply  with  the  national  policy. 

It  is  interesting  to  observe,  as  has 
already  been  brought  out  in  the  debate, 
that  there  are  about  4,500  miles  of  In¬ 
terstate  System  in  urban  areas.  Virtu¬ 
ally  every  one  of  those  areas  has  some 
type  of  zoning.  It  said  that  those  areas 
are  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the 
bill.  I  submit  that  that  is  not  true.  If 
it  were  true,  simple  language  to  that 
effect  could  have  been  included  in  the 
bill,  but  such  language  is  not  in  the  bill. 

There  is  simply  a  provision  that  the 
Government,  in  the  discretion  of  the 


Secretary  of  Commerce,  may  exclude 
those  portions,  if  he  sees  fit  to  do  so. 
He  does  not  have  to  do  so.  He  may 
choose  to  do  so,  or  he  may  choose  not 
to  do  so.  He  may  consider  that  the 
zoning  ordinance  of  a  particular  city  or 
village  is  not  sufficient  for  his  purpose. 
He  may  say,  “We  will  not  allow  that 
particular  segment  of  interstate  high¬ 
way  to  be  excluded  from  the  "national 
policy,  which  is  limited  to  the  four  types 
of  signs  enumerated  in  the  statute.”  If 
he  does  that,  then  necessarily  any  sign 
embraced  in  that  area  will  remain 
within  the  scope  of  the  agreement  which 
was  signed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  not  the  Senator’s 
judgment  as  a  lawyer,  based  upon  his 
very  complete  and  intimate  knowledge 
of  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  that  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  cannot  exercise 
his  discretion,  except  as  provided  in  lines 
16  and  17,  page  22,  “consistent  with  the 
national  policy”?  , 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct.  That 
provision  is  written  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  the  purpose  of 
the  phrase  being  put  into  the  bill,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  He  can  provide  in  the  agreement 
exclusions  of  certain  parts  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  which  are  located 
within  incorporated  villages  if  it  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  as  de¬ 
clared  within  the  four  subparagraphs  to 
which  I  have  referred. 

If  there  is  advertising  within  that  area 
which  does  not  comply  with  the  4  sub- 
paragraphs,  and  if  they  cannot  be 
changed,  that  advertising  must  be  re¬ 
moved,  or  else  the  agreement  with  the 
State  cannot  be  carried  out  successfully. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  other  words,  regardless 
of  the  amount  of  discretion  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  may  have  as  provided 
in  the  bill,  whatever  he  does  have  is 
limited  by  the  language  which  requires 
him  to  use  the  discretion  so  that  the 
result  will  be  consistent  with  the  pre¬ 
scribed  national  policy. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  what  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  provides. 

Mr.  KERR.  One  of  the  elements  of  the 
national  policy  is  that  a  sign  cannot  be 
within  660  feet  of  either  side  of  the  high¬ 
way  and  of  a  size  greater  than  500  square 
inches. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes.  I  should  like  to 
refer  to  colloquy  which  occurred  at  the 
instance  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  who  made  inquiry  as 
to  whether  or  not  subsection  4  is  modi¬ 
fied  by  subsection  3. 

Mr.  KERR.  Or  otherwise — vice  versa. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Or  otherwise — vice 
versa.  Subsection  4  is  plain.  It  reads: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  the  national  policy  and  standards 
of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give  informa¬ 
tion  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling 
public. 

There  is  a  reason  for  including  “not 
inconsistent  with  the  national  policy 
and  standards  of  this  section.”  “This 
section”  means  all  of  section  (a).  It 
_  necessarily  must  be  so.  Included  in  this 


section  is  a  prohibition  of  signs  larger 
than  500  square  inches. 

I  suggest  that  when  the  authors  of  the 
bill  say  that  subsection  (4)  is  not  modi¬ 
fied  or  qualified  by  subsection  (3),  and 
if  they  are  in  good  faith  on  that  score, 
they  will  not  object  to  subsection  (4) 
being  modified  to  read: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  under  State  law,  and  regard¬ 
less  of  size,  and  designed  to  give  information 
of  specific  interest  to  the  traveling  public. 

I  would  urge  that  such  an  amendment 
be  adopted. 

It  seems  to  me  that  would  be  an  ex¬ 
cellent  test  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of 
those  who  seek  to  construe  that  lan¬ 
guage  as  they  have  indicated  here  on 
the  floor  earlier  today. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  other  words,  if  they 
are  sincere  in  their  statement  that  para¬ 
graph  4  is  not  limited  by  paragraph  3, 
all  they  would  need  to  do  to  evidence 
good  faith  in  the  matter  would  be  to 
agree  to  include  in  paragraph  4  language 
which  would  make  it  clear  that  it  is  not 
subject  to  the  limitation  of  paragraph  3. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct.  I 
submit  that  that  could  be  achieved 
simply  by  inserting  the  words  “regard¬ 
less  of  size  or  proximity  to  the  place  ad¬ 
vertised.”  Then  we  would  have  clearly 
in  mind  that  paragraph  3  would  not 
apply  to  section  4. 

With  the  proposal  of  such  an  amend¬ 
ment,  I  believe  we  would  have  an  in¬ 
teresting  time  if  consideration  were 
given  by  the  authors  of  the  bill  for  adop¬ 
tion  of  that  amendment. 

If  the  four  paragraphs  of  subsection 
(a)  are  mandatory  and  exclusive,  and  if 
an  agreement  which  is  signed  is  con¬ 
trary  to  the  present  zoning  ordinances, 
and  so  forth,  of  a  metropolitan  area  or 
subdivision,  we  shall  run  into  the  fol¬ 
lowing  situation:  It  will  be  necessary 
for  the  State  to  purchase  the  advertising 
rights  which  exist ,  wfithin  the  System. 
But  obviously  there  would  not  be  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  with  which  to  do  so. 

There  would  be  many  instances  in 
which  the  owners  would  not  be  willing  to 
part  voluntarily  with  that  right,  that 
their  property  could  be  used  for  adver¬ 
tising  purposes.  And  condemnation 
would  not  be  applicable,  because  we 
know  that  such  proceedings  are  not 
available  for  such  a  purpose  when  no 
taking  of  property  is  involved;  when  it 
is  sought  to  acquire  only  a  negative  ease¬ 
ment  or  its  equivalent. 

Yet  the  use  of  the  property  for  such 
advertising  purposes  is  legal,  and  such 
right  would  have  to  be  disposed  of  in 
some  way  in  order  for  the  State  to  be 
able  to  comply  with  its  agreement. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  envision  that 
the  mere  signing  of  an  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  State  department  of  highways 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  would 
interfere  with  that  legal  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hoblitzell  in  the  chair).  The  time 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
has  expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  5  additional  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
5  more  minutes. 
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Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  for  a  brief 
question,  inasmuch  as  my  time  is  limited. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  propose  to  offer 
the  amendment  he  has  just  suggested? 

Mi-.  HRUSKA.  I  may  do  so  a  little 
later;  yes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  hope  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  will  thus  bring 
up  the  issue. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  may  do  so  a  little 
later,  because  apparently*  that  would 
clear  up  a  great  deal  of  the  fuzzy  think¬ 
ing  regarding  the  relationship  between 
paragraph  (3)  and  paragraph  (4). 

Mr.  President,  it  is  said  that  the  bill 
provides  that — 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal 
regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other 
areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly  established 
by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial,  or 
which  are  built  on  rights-of-way  wholly  ac¬ 
quired  before  July  1,  1956. 

Again  I  should  like  to  point  out  that 
the  exclusion  therein  stated  would  be 
based  upon  the  Secretary’s  discretion 
only.  That  is  a  very  slender  reed  upon 
which  to  depend,  as  has  already  been 
pointed  out  during  the  debate. 

Now  let  us  consider  the  view  that  the 
enumeration  in  the  four  paragraphs  of 
subsection  (a)  is  not  exclusive,  and  that 
language  can  be  added  to  or  subtracted 
therefrom. 

Mr.  President,  when  we  proceed  on 
that  assumption,  we  really  get  into  trou¬ 
ble,  because  if  the  national  standards 
prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  were  to  contain 
those  4  provisions  and  any  number  of 
others,  then  we  would  run  into  the  field 
of  the  delegation  of  legislative  power  and 
the  exercise  of  discretion  without  pro¬ 
viding  any  proper  guideposts,  standards, 
or  tests. 

The  delegation  of  power  is  often  re¬ 
sorted  to  in  connection  with  legislation, 
and  it  has  to  be.  But  in  each  instance 
w'hen  that  is  done,  there  is  something 
tangible  by  which  the  person  to  whom 
the  delegation  is  made,  is  governed. 

However,  that  would  not  be  true  in 
this  case.  For  example,  if  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  decided  that  a  sign  30  feet 
by  60  feet  was  to  be  allowed  in  a  certain 
location,  there  would  be  nothing  upon 
which  to  predicate  an  appeal  to  a  court, 
nothing  on  which  to  base  a  charge  that 
the  issuance  of  a  license  for  construction 
of  such  a  sign  was  an  abuse  of  the  dis¬ 
cretion  allowed.  There  are  no  standards 
upon  which  to  predicate  an  appeal. 

If  one  were  to  say  that  such  a  sign 
would  interfere  with  a  traveler’s  enjoy¬ 
ment  or  convenience  in  traveling  along 
the  highway,  it  might  be  that  that  would 
also  be  the  view  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  or  the  employee  under  his 
jurisdiction  who  makes  the  decision  for 
him.  But,  on  the  contrary,  such  a  sign 


might  be  pleasing  to  someone  who  trav¬ 
eled  down  the  road ;  and  the  court  would 
-Have  no  way  to  tell  which  of  the  views 
to  approve.  It  is  an  utter  impossibility 
to  state  anything  tangible  in  connection 
with  an  effort  to  describe  the  meaning  of 
those  words  in  the  minds  of  all  persons. 

The  most  serious  aspect  of  the  entire 
matter  is  the  idea  of  vesting  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce — the  present  one 
and  those  to  follow  him — the  vast,  czar- 
istic  power  which  the  bill  would  vest 
them  with.  There  would  be  no  limita¬ 
tions  whatsoever  on  the  power  of  either; 
there  would  be  no  standards;  there 
would  be  no  guide  lines. 

Mr.  President,  now  I  come  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  a  subject - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
additional  time  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  45  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
NcbrB>sk3> 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  debate  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  the  following 
question  was  asked :  What  is  wrong  with 
the  payment  of  Federal  funds  in  this  in¬ 
stance  to  States,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill? 

In  that  connection  I  should  like  to 
make  a  differentiation  between  the  situ¬ 
ation  under  this  bill  and  the  situation 
in  connection  with  construction  of  a  hos¬ 
pital  or  a  highway.  When  Federal 
money  is  advanced  for  the  construction 
of  a  hospital,  by  way  of  a  grant-in-aid 
or  by  way  of  having  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  make  funds  available  to  the  State 
government,  the  money  is  used  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  hospital — to  pay  for  the 
bricks,  the  cement,  the  mortar,  the  wood, 
and  the  hardware  which  go  into  the  hos¬ 
pital.  But  that  is  not  the  case  in  this 
instance.  In  this  instance,  however,  the 
Federal  money  would  be  paid  if  a  State 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  deprive 
property  owners  of  certain  rights  in  their 
property.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  the  money  would  then  be  available 
upon  the  signing  of  the  agreement;  and 
it  could  be  used  for  any  purpose  in  con¬ 
nection  with  construction  of  the  high¬ 
way  proper  on  the  right-of-way.  It 
seems  to  me  that  is  different  from  the 
situation  in  connection  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  hospital  or  a  highway 
proper  or  any  other  facility  which  would 
be  the  subject  of  a  grant-in-aid  or  of  a 
matching  program. 

Mr.  President,  again  I  suggest  that  I 
am  in  sympathy  with  the  objectives  of 
the  bill.  But  it  is  my  thought  that  we 
have  the  responsibility  of  seeing  to  it 
that  these  declared  objectives  are 
achieved  by  means  which  are  valid, 
legal,  constitutional,  and  which  consti¬ 
tute  a  workable  plan. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  will  not 
provide  such  a  plan. 

I  urge  that  section  12,  which  embraces 
this  plan,  be  stricken  from  the  bill. 


Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  appreciates  more 
than  I  the  unsurpassed  grandeur  of  the 
American  countryside.  I  also  appre¬ 
ciate  the  fact  that  the  efforts  of  the  au¬ 
thors  of  section  12  of  the  bill  under  con¬ 
sideration  are  inspired  by  a  noble  pur¬ 
pose  and  laudable  intentions.  However, 
the  drafters  of  the  Constitution  wisely 
limited  the  powers  and  authority  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  areas  vital  to 
the  existence  of  a  central  Government, 
rather  than  to  grant  the  power  to  act  to 
the  end  that  a  desirable  social  purpose 
be  accomplished. 

This  is  a  matter  which  should  be  left 
to  the  States  to  decide,  without  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  economic  pressure  in  the  form 
of  a  Federal  grant. 

Those  powers  reserved  to  the  States 
in  the  Constitution  have  been  and  are 
being  constantly  reduced  to  a  minimum 
by  a  gradual  erosion  process.  One  of  the 
principal  methods  used  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  erode  the  rights  of  the 
States  is  by  Federal  purchase  through 
grants  to  the  States,  accompanied  by  an 
ever  increasing  Federal  preemption  of 
tax  sources.  The  sugar  coating  of  a 
grant  makes  the  pill  of  usurpation  no 
more  palatable  than  were  the  usurpation 
accomplished  by  force.  The  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  in  an  attempt  to  entice  the 
States  to  surrender  their  rights  only  em¬ 
phasizes  a  prevailing  disregard  for  sound 
economy  and  an  irresponsibility  with  the 
taxpayers’  money. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  Kerr  amendment 
to  strike  section  12  from  the  highway 
bill.  I  urge  those  who  would  stand  fast 
for  the  preservation  of  the  States  as 
sovereign  entities  rather  than  subdivi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal  Government  to  do 
likewise. 

STATE  CONTROL  ADVERTISING  ON  FEDERAL-STATE 
HIGHWAYS 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  Malone]  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nevada  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  join  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr],  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska],  and  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  in  their  amend¬ 
ment,  submitted  on  March  24,  to  S.  3414, 
on  the  matter  of  State  control  of  adver¬ 
tising  along  Federal  highways. 

Mr.  President,  section  12  of  the  bill 
(S.  3414)  adds  a  new  section  122  to  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the 
act  under  which  the  new  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  Highways  is  being  con¬ 
structed.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
this  section  prohibits  all  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  within  660  feet  of  the  right-of- 
way  line  along  all  Federal  highways. 

This  seems  to  be  a  very  definite  barrier 
against  the  use  of  any  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising,  because  it  would  be  impossible  for 
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anyone  using  the  highways  to  see  any 
signs  constructed  beyond  the  660  feet  re¬ 
striction  as  imposed  by  this  section. 

Although  the  Federal  Government  is 
contributing  a  majority  of  the  funds  for 
Federal  highway  construction,  it  must 
be  remembered  that  the  States  are  part¬ 
ners  in  this  venture  and  are  contributing 
a  share  of  the  cost.  In  regulating  the 
use  of  outdoor  advertising,  the  land  area 
of  the  State,  its  population,  and,  among 
other  things,  those  economic  factors 
that  are  peculiar  to  the  State  and  con¬ 
fined  within  its  borders  must  be  taken 
into  consideration. 

The  tourism  of  my  own  State  of  Ne¬ 
vada  would  not  appear  to  lend  itself  to 
the  type  of  restriction  provided  by  sec¬ 
tion  122,  whereas  the  residents  of  a 
highly  industrialized  community  like  De¬ 
troit,  Mich.,  may  feel  the  provisions  of 
the  section  are  satisfactory  and  proper. 
If  this  is  true,  then  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  various  State  legislatures  should  be 
allowed  the  privilege  of  determining 
what  kind  of  controls  should  exist  on 
outdoor  advertising  along  the  highways 
that  pass  through  their  States.  This 
matter  of  local  concern  should  be  legis¬ 
lated  closer  to  the  business  of  the  re¬ 
spective  States  than  Washington,  D.  C., 
and  to  my  way  of  thinking.  Federal  in¬ 
tervention  is  an  infringement  of  States 
rights. 

I  repeat,  the  outdoor  advertising  situ¬ 
ation  differs  in  the  several  States — that 
is,  densely  populated  areas  or  States  may 
want  regulation  of  outdoor  billboard  ad¬ 
vertising,  whereas  sparsely  populated 
areas  with  widely  separated  communi¬ 
ties,  like  Nevada,  may  need  easily  recog¬ 
nized  highway  guides  to  restaurants, 
hotels,  motels,  service  stations,  and  the 
like,  for  the  benefit  of  the  tourist  or 
traveler  utilizing  these  modem,  fast 
roadways. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  per¬ 
mission  to  have  included  in  the  Record, 
telegrams  and  other  correspondence  I 
received  from  residents  of  my  State  on 
this  subject. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  cor¬ 
respondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  21,  1958. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

Senator  from  the  State  of  Nevada, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  You  will  recall  that  I 
called  you  yesterday  and  spoke  to  you  with 
regard  to  section  122  of  Senate  bill  3414  and 
advised  you  I  was  calling  at  the  request  of 
Heywood  Advertising  Co.  You  indicated  that 
you  desired  I  send  you  a  letter  with  regard 
to  this  matter  so  that  you  would  receive 
It  by  Monday,  which  is  the  day  this  matter 
will  probably  be  voted  on  by  the  Senate. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  section  122 
provides  that  all  outdoor  advertising  is  pro¬ 
hibited  within  660  feet  from  the  right-of- 
way  line  along  all  Federal  highways.  This 
would  seem  to  be  a  very  definite  prohibition 
against  the  use  of  outdoor  advertising  along 
Federal  highways  because  it  would  be  im¬ 
possible  for  anyone  using  the  highways  to 
see  any  signs  constructed  farther  than  660 
feet  from  the  right-of-way  line.  Although 
the  Federal  Government  is  contributing  a 
majority  of  the  funds  for  Federal  highway 
construction,  it  must  be  remembered  that 
some  State  funds  are  expended  even  though 
in  a  minor  amount.  It  would  seem  proper 


to  also  remember  that  the  taxpayers  who 
contribute  both  the  Federal  and  State  funds 
live  in  all  of  the  several  States.  These  tax¬ 
payers,  all  living  in  different  areas  of  the 
country  and  interested  in  different  endeav¬ 
ors,  would  probably  want  different  types  of 
restrictions  on  outdoor  advertising  than 
contained  in  one  piece  of  legislation.  The 
tourism  of  Nevada  would  not  lend  itself  to 
the  type  of  prohibition  provided  by  section 
122,  whereas  the  highly  industrialized  area 
around  Detroit,  Mich.,  may  feel  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  aforementioned  section  proper. 
If  this  be  true,  then  it  would  seem  that  the 
various  State  legislatures  should  be  allowed 
the  privilege  of  determining  what  kind  of 
controls  should  exist  upon  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  along  the  highways  that  pass  through 
their  States. 

This  matter  of  local  concern  should,  there¬ 
fore,  be  legislated  closer  to  home  than 
Washington,  D.  C.  Although  the  State  of 
Nevada  has  no  restrictive  legislation  on  out¬ 
door  advertising,  this  is  due  to  the  fact  that 
our  unpopulated  wide-open  spaces  lend 
themselves  to  the  allowance  of  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising.  Some  of  our  sister  States  have 
seen  fit  to  enact  restrictive  legislation  in  one 
form  or  another  and  Nevada  may  some  time 
come  to  this.  Until  it  does,  however,  it 
would  not  seem  proper  for  the  national  leg¬ 
islature  to  impose  any  burdens  on  the  free 
use  of  land  along  Federal  roadways. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to 
vote  against  the  adoption  of  section  122  of 
Senate  bill  3414. 

Kindest  personal  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Samuel  B.  Francovich, 

Attorney  at  Law. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  20, 1958. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator,  Nevada, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Am  advised  that  section  122  of  S.  3414 
comes  up  for  Senate  consideration  Monday. 
Since  by  business  is  advertising,  believe  this 
bill  discriminatory  and  contrary  to  States 
rights  principle  which  we  in  Nevada  advocate, 
as  well  as  a  restriction  of  property  rights. 
Hope  you  will  vote  for  elimination  of  sec¬ 
tion  122  from  otherwise  good  bill. 

Jack  Myles. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20, 1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  company  is  positive  and  specifically 
opposed  to  enactment  of  section  122  Senate 
bill  3414.  No  Federal  control  of  our  Nevada 
desert  for  business  purpose  is  worth  the  in¬ 
ducement.  Please  confirm  your  reciept  of 
this  wire. 

Leigh  Ellsworth, 
President,  Beneficial  Agencies. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20, 1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Outdoor  advertising  is  a  vital  media  for 
the  automobile  dealers.  Request  you  vote 
against  section  122  of  Senate  bill  3414. 

Tod  Kill  Lincoln-Mercury,  Inc. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  20, 1958. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator,  Nevada, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Board  of  directors  of  Reno  Chamber  of 
Commerce  earnestly  request  that  you  vote 
against  section  122  of  Senate  bill  3414  which 
we  believe  discriminatory  and  an  infringe¬ 
ment  of  States  rights. 

William  Brussard, 
General  Manager,  Reno  Chamber  of 
Commerce, 
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Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20, 1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  am  strongly  opposed  to  section  122,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3414,  and  resent  Federal  pressure  to 
influence  State  rights  in  regulating  high¬ 
way  signs.  State  of  Nevada  can  properly  han¬ 
dle  this  matter.  Will  appreciate  your  vote 
against  section  122. 

Roach  Distributing  Co., 
James  E.  Costello. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  23,  1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  protest  section  122  of  Senate  bill  3414 
and  solicit  your  support  in  defeating  it  as 
we  feel  it  would  result  in  widespread  unem¬ 
ployment  among  sign  painters  and  allied 
trades. 

Carl  Pruter, 

Business  Representative  of  Sign  and 
Pictorial  Painters  Local  Union, 

1844. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Many  of  your  friends  and  mine  join  with 
me  to  urge  you  to  defeat  amended  section 
No.  122  of  Senate  bill  3414.  We  consider 
the  amendment  to  control  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  along  our  public  highways  another 
step  by  our  National  Government  to  con¬ 
trol  that  which  can  be  best  handled  by  each 
State  through  which  the  national  freeways 
shall  run.  Not  to  mention  many  other  rea¬ 
sons  that  have  direct  affect  on  our  national 
business  economy. 

Jack  Young  Neon  Products.  . 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Will  appreciate  your  vote  against  section 
122,  Senate  bill  3414.  This  section  would 
seriously  affect  tourist  industry  of  southern 
Nevada.  Highway  signs  can  be  adequately 
controlled  by  State  of  Nevada  without  Fed-  j 
eral  pressure  contained  in  section  122. 

Bob  Griffith. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  21, 1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate-Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

In  regards  to  Senate  bill  3414  to  be  voted 
on  March  24.  The  Nevada  State  Motor  Ho¬ 
tel  Association  in  convention  March  3,  1958, 
passed  resolution:  “NMHA  opposes  Federal 
legislation  controlling  roadside  advertising.” 

Paul  Argeres, 

Secretary,  Nevada  Motor  Hotel  As¬ 
sociation. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Senate  bill  3414,  providing  funds  for  high¬ 
way  construction,  is  worthy  of  your  support 
as  an  aid  to  employment.  Respectfully  re¬ 
quest,  however,  that  Senator  Neuberger's 
amendment,  section  122,  be  eliminated  from 
bill  and  control  of  outdoor  advertising  signs 
be  left  in  hands  of  individual  States.  Such 
signs,  properly  controlled,  have  definite  value 
to  many  types  of  business.  Their  regulation 
should  be  on  a  local  rather  than  national 
basis. 

Horseshoe  Club, 

Joe  W.  Brown. 
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Reno,  Nev.,  March  21,  1958. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mollie:  I  urge  you  to  vote  against 
section  122,  bill  S.  3414.  1  feel  that  it  is  dis¬ 
criminatory  against  we  in  the  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  business.  Bessie  joins  me  in  re¬ 
gards  to  yourself  and  Ruth. 

Jay  Ellis. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  19,  1958. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator,  Nevada, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Section  122  of  S.  3414,  prohibiting  outdoor 
advertising  along  freeway,  would  seem  an¬ 
other  infringement  upon  States  rights.  Urge 
opposition  to  section  122. 

Regards. 

Oliver  Thomas. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  you  to  vote  against  section  122  of 
Senate  bill  3414,  which  tends  to  regulate  out¬ 
door  advertising  on  a  national  basis,  as  a  user 
of  this  advertising  medium  in  Nevada.  Be¬ 
lieve  States  rights  and  local  zoning  should 
prevail. 

Luce  &  Sons,  Inc., 
Wm.  Luce. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  18,  1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C 

We  urgently  request  voting  against  section 
No.  122  of  bill  S.  3414,  we  strongly  protest 
this  amendment  as  it  is  an  infringement  of 
States  rights  and  is  discriminatory  against 
outdoor  advertising.  We  believe  this  should 
be  State  and  local  zoning  rather  than  Fed¬ 
eral  as  we  in  Nevada  depend  on  our  number 
one  business — the  tourist. 

Cosgrief  Sign  Company  of 
Nevada, 

Walter  McDonald. 


Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20,  1958. 
Hon.  George  Malone,  v 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  am  opposed  and  protest  the  amendment 
in  section  122  of  bill  3414  prohibiting  the  use 
of  outdoor  advertising  adjacent  to  Interstate 
Highway  System.  As  a  businessman  and  ad¬ 
vertiser  I  contend  it  is  not  in  the  interest 
of  modern  business  practices  to  prohibit  this 
useful  form  of  advertising. 

Arnold  Christensen, 

Clark  County  Commissioner. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  18, 1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Molly:  Understand  section  122  of 
bill  S.  3414  relating  to  elimination  of  outdoor 
advertising  on  all  Federal  highways  will  be 
on  Senate  floor  this  coming  Monday,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  an  infringement  on  States  rights. 
Each  State  should  be  allowed  to  handle  its 
own  zoning.  Nevada  is  a  tourist  State  and 
I  believe  would  be  hurt  by  this  bill.  Please 
advise  if  I  can  do  anything  further. 

Charles  W.  Mapes,  Jr. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  a  user  of  outdoor  advertising  for  our 
clients  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  we  urge  you 
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to  vote  against  section  122  of  Senate  bill 
3414. 

Doyle-McKenna  Advertising 
Agency, 

Gene  McKenna, 

Howard  Doyle,  Jr. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  you  vote  against  section  122,  Senate 
bill  3414.  We  are  opposed  to  misuse  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  to  induce  State  to  regulate  or 
prohibit  highway  signs.  State  of  Nevada  is 
qualified  to  handle  this  matter  in  the  best 
interest  of  property  owners,  working  people, 
and  the  primary  industries  who  depend  on 
signs  to  invite  tourists  to  this  area. 

Nevada  Outdoor  Advertising, 
Leo  A.  Elkins,  President. 


Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20,  195 8. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  a  property  owner,  taxpayer,  and  long¬ 
time  resident  of  Nevada,  I  sincerely  urge  you 
to  vote  against  section  122,  Senate  bill  3414. 
Please  protect  my  job  as  well  as  jobs  of  hun¬ 
dreds  of  fellow  workers.  Passage  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  122  will  only  swell  the  unemployment 
rolls. 

Respectfully, 

Mrs.  L.  D.  Wren. 

Whitney,  Nev.,  March  18,  1958. 
Mr.  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate: 

As  one  of  our  Senators  of  our  great  State 
of  Nevada,  I  wish  to  ask  you  a  small  favor 
in  support  of  some  of  us  people  that  make 
our  country  what  it  is.  The  Senate  is  vot¬ 
ing  on  bill  3414  March  24,  introduced  by 
Senator  Gore,  which  will  help  a  lot  of 
people. 

But  the  amendment  No.  122  should  not 
be  even  included  at  this  time.  What  right 
has  a  few  men  to  take  away  some  of  the 
better  things  the  American  people  enjoy? 
It’s  our  livelihood  to  hundreds  of  us.  We 
are  all  anxious  to  see  work  and  progress,  but 
section  122  in  bill  3414  is  all  out  of  reason. 
Advertising  should  be  governed,  but  it’s 
State,  county,  and  city,  not  a  national  law. 

I  am  in  favor  of  bill  No.  3414  but  I  hope 
you  do  not  vote  for  the  section  No.  122  of  it. 
Would  like  for  you  to  support  bill  No.  3414 
but  not  section  122. 

Thanking  you  and  trusting  you  will  do 
your  utmost  to  help  us  small  people  exist. 

Yours  truly, 

LaVerne  Hawkins. 

Reno,  Nev.,  March  19, 1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Molly:  I  have  had  calls  from  inter¬ 
ested  people  indicating  that  Senator  Neu- 
berger’s  bill,  Senate  bill  3414,  restricting 
poster  -  advertising  along  national  highways 
will  come  up  for  vote  next  Monday.  There 
seems  to  be  considerable  opposition,  which  I 
believe  I  can  understand,  to  section  No.  122 
of  this  bill,  and  I  should  like  to  add  my 
voice — as  a  highway  advertiser — to  theirs  in 
opposition  to  this  restriction. 

Another  angle:  It  appears  that  Neuberger, 
representing  the  Federal  Government,  is 
trying  to  take  on  another  function  that 
should  be  handled  by  the  States.  I  hope  you 
are  opposed  to  it. 

Regards,  « 

Johnson  Chevrolet  Co,, 
Marsh  Johnson. 

P.  S.:  Thanks  for  your  wire  regarding  ex¬ 
cise  tax  legislation.  I  still  think  it  is  a  crying 
shame  that  these  excise  taxes  are  not  elimi¬ 
nated  immediately. 


Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  21, 1958. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Molly:  On  Monday,  March  24, 
our  United  States  Senate,  we  understand  will 
vote  on  Senate  bill  3414.  This  bill,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Senator  Gore,  of  Tennessee,  pro¬ 
vides  additional  foundation  for  speed  of  the 
Interstate  Highway  System  as  an  aid  to  the 
existing  system,  etc.  This  is  a  worthy  pur¬ 
pose  and  one  which  will  probably  receive 
popular  support,  however,  we  note  that  Sen¬ 
ator  Neuberger,  of  Oregon,  and  other  oppo¬ 
nents  of  outdoor  advertising  signs  have  at¬ 
tached  an  amendment,  section  122,  having 
for  its  purpose  the  elimination  of  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  along  the  Interstate  System.  It 
provides  an  inducement  to  increase  the  90 
percent  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  by  one-half  of  1  percent  if  a  State 
acts  to  curtail  billboards  or  highway  signs 
within  600  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right  of 
way.  Outdoor  or  advertising  signs  fcr  years 
have  been  recognized  as  good  mediums  by  all 
local  and  national  advertisers,  and  we  feel 
have  a  proper  place  in  the  business  life  of  the 
Nation.  There  are  those  who  would  elimi¬ 
nate  commercials  from  radio  and  television 
because  it  is  unpleasant  to  them.  However, 
we  do  not  agree.  We  believe,  Molly,  that 
you  are  well  informed  of  what  the  opposition 
to  this  medium  presents,  such  as  prohibiting 
the  view  of  scenic  vivification  and  so  forth, 
but  these-  boards  do  not  to  any  degree  ob¬ 
struct  view  to  service  stations,  garages,  and 
other  types  of  roadside  businesses. 

We  are  convinced  that  this  medium  helps 
all  businesses  and  enables  advertising  men 
to  get  their  message  across  to  the  buying 
public  to  create  and  intice  within  and  moti¬ 
vate  the  openings  of  their  purse  strings, 
which  we  need  not  say  to  you  that  this  no 
doubt  is  good  for  the  economy. 

Molly,  there  are  hundreds  of  people  work¬ 
ing  and  owning  outdoor  advertising  busi¬ 
nesses,  skilled  workers,  officeworkers,  main¬ 
tenance  men,  who  contribute  generously  of 
their  space  to  contribute  to  support  the  Red 
Cross,  Community  Chest,  Traffic  Safety, 
Cancer  Fund,  Heart  Fund.  etc. 

Outdoor  advertising  helps  the  resort  ho¬ 
tels,  the  gambling  industry,  which  is  the 
backbone  of  our  State.  They  have  been 
proven  to  be  an  invaluable  aid  to  induce 
people  to  come  to  Las  Vegas  and  southern 
Nevada. 

We  are  asking  you,  providing  you  agree,  to 
vote  against  section  122,  bill  3414.  We  are 
opposed  to  the  payment  of  extra  money  to 
any  State  as  an  inducement  to  prevent  high¬ 
way  signs  and  force  us  out  of  business.  Let 
the  individual  States  handle  all  their  own 
necessary  billboard  regulations. 

The  time  is  short  and  in  our  busy  life  here, 
my  only  regret  is  that  we  did  not  contact 
your  office  sooner.  At  your  convenience.  I 
would  appreciate  an  expression  as  to  how 
your  office  feels  concerning  the  above  men¬ 
tioned  matter. 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

Pioneer  Displays  Co.,  Inc. 
John  DeLucas,  President. 


Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  George:  I  have  recently  read  that  a 
bill  will  soon  go  before  the  United  States 
Senate  for  vote  which,  should  it  be  passed, 
will  provide  additional  funds  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  a  most  worthy  pur¬ 
pose. 

I  do  feel,  however,  that  the  attached 
amendment,  section  No.  122,  which  provides 
for  the  control  and  even  the  possible  elimi¬ 
nation  of  highway  signs  along  the  Interstate 
system  is  not  justifiable  as  it  now  stands 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


March  26 


4852 

since  its  provisions  not  only  ignore  the  in¬ 
dividual  State’s  ability  to  control  and 'regu¬ 
late  highway  advertising,  but  also  interferes 
with  private  business’  inherent  right  to  act 
competitively  by  not  permitting  them  to  ad¬ 
vertise  their  establishments  or  merchandise 
to  travelers  within  commercial  areas. 

We  have  used  outdoor  highway  advertising 
for  the  greater  part  of  the  time  that  we  have 
been  in  business  and  find  that  it  is  essential 
not  only  to  our  business  but  also  to  the  com¬ 
munity  which,  through  outdoor  advertising, 
is  able  to  show  the  traveler  what  that  com¬ 
munity  has  available. 

I  feel  strongly  also  that  the  individual 
property  along  the  right-of-way  has  and 
should  have  the  right  to  permit  highway 
signs  to  be  constructed  on  his  property  and 
receive  any  income  available  from  leases  or 
rent  on  such  signs. 

It  would  be  greatly  appreciated  if  you 
would  give  your  sincere  consideration  to 
eliminating  the  undesirable  provisions  of 
section  122  of  the  Senate  bill  3414. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Smith  &  Chandler,  Indian  Traders,  . 

Kenneth  N.  Chandler. 

Jones  &  Ptjrsell, 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  19, 1958. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator,  Senate  Office 

Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Molly  :  About  a  year  ago  I  had  occa¬ 
sion  to  write  you  protesting  the  inclusion 
within  the  Federal  highway  bill  of  a  clause 
prohibiting  outdoor  advertising  on  property 
bordering  the  Interstate  Highway  System. 

I  am  now  advised  that  the  emergency  bill 
now  before  Congress,  Senate  bill  3414,  con¬ 
tains  a  provision  prohibiting  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  on  property  adjacent  to  the  new  Fed¬ 
eral  highway. 

I  consider  this  prohibition  against  adver¬ 
tising  to  be  very  detrimental  to  the  interests 
of  several  of  my  clients  and  to  the  public  at 
large.  As  you  may  well  know,  many  Nevada 
businesses  depend  for  their  patronage  almost 
entirely  upon  the  appeal  of  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  signs.  Not  only  that,  but  many  prop¬ 
erty  owners  in  these  sparsely  settled  Western 
States,  particularly  where  the  properties  are 
unimproved,  depend  upon  the  revenue  they 
receive  from  outdoor  advertising  signs  to  pay 
the  taxes  on  their  property.  Without  this 
revenue,  in  many  instances,  their  properties 
would  become  worthless  and  taxes  would  be 
in  default.  The  outdoor  advertising  busi¬ 
ness  is  an  established  business  in  America 
and  provides  a  useful  service  to  our  free- 
enterprise  system.  Our  motels,  hotels, 
liquor  and  gaming  industries  rely  heavily 
upon  this  form  of  advertising.  I  earnestly 
urge  that  you  cast  your  vote  to  defeat  this 
rider  to  Senate  bill  3414. 

I  would  like  to  say,  however,  with  the 
exception  of  this  rider  against  advertising, 
I  am  highly  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Attorney  at  Law. 

Robinson  Hotel  Apartments, 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator,  United  States 

Seriate  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Malone:  As  -  a  property 
owner,  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  Federal 
pressure  and  use  of  Federal  funds  to  influ¬ 
ence  States  rights  to  regulate  signs  on  pri¬ 
vate  property  along  interstate  highways. 

I  request  you  vote  against  section  122, 
Senate  bill  3414. 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

W.  S.  Robinson. 


The  Melvin  Co.,  Inc., 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Malone  :  I  strongly  urge 
your  negative  vote  to  section  122  of  Senate 
bill  3414  which  comes  up  for  vote  on  March 
24.  Passing  of  this  section  will  cause  severe 
damage  to  the  economy  of  the  major  in¬ 
dustry  of  advertising  and  will  hurt  bad 
enough  to  balance  the  good  that  bill  3414 
is  intended  to  do  in  helping  the  present 
recession. 

Should  section  122  be  passed,  "it  will  be 
necessary  for  hundreds  of  outdoor  advertis¬ 
ing  companies  throughout  the  country  to 
curtail  their  personnel  and  even  force  many 
small  companies  out  of  business. 

It  will  result  in  the  loss  of  thousands  of 
dollars  to  major  industries  who  have  pre¬ 
pared  outdoor  campaigns  and  went  to  the 
expense  of  having  their  advertising  agencies 
produce  such  advertising. 

It  will  also  further  the  curtailment  of  per¬ 
sonnel  of  many  advertising  agencies  through¬ 
out  the  country  and  severely  damage  their 
financial  condition. 

Having  been  in  the  advertising  business 
for  25  years,  I  am  qualified  to  advise  you 
that  the  present  State  and  local  laws  all 
over  the  country,  and  particularly  in  Ne¬ 
vada,  are  supposed  to  prohibit  unnecessary 
advertising  signboards. 

Further,  such  regulatory  stipulations  as 
planned  in  this  amendment  will  only  lead  to 
illegal  posting  of  signs,  which  in  the  ad¬ 
vertising  industry  is  called  “sniping”.  Such 
“sniping”  results  in  far  more  cluttered  up 
highways  than  under  normal  advertising 
boards  being  allowed  with  legal  licenses  is¬ 
sued  by  State,  county,  and  city  governments 
under  proper  laws  and  ordinances. 

I  strongly  urge  both  you  and  Senator 
Bible  to  cast  a  negative  vote. 

With  best  personal  regards. 

Very  respectfully  yours. 

Jack  Melvin, 

President. 

Taylor  &  Gubler, 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  March  19, 1^58. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senior  Senator  from  Nevada, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Malone:  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  Senate  bill  3414  introduced 
by  Senator  Gore  of  Tennessee,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  providing  additional  funds  for  the 
construction  and  acceleration  of  the  build¬ 
ing  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  to  com¬ 
bat  recession  and  to  aid  employment,  to¬ 
gether  with  an  amendment  proposed  by  Sen¬ 
ator  Neuberger,  of  Oregon,  for  the  purpose  of 
controlling  or  eliminating  outdoor  advertis¬ 
ing  along  the  Interstate  Highway  System, 
such  amendment  being  section  122  of  the  bill, 
will  be  voted  on  in  the  United  States  Senate 
next  Monday,  March  24.  I  am  heartily  in 
favor  of  Senate  bill  3414  for  the  reason  that 
I  believe  that  it  will  materially  assist  in  ac¬ 
complishing  the  objects  sought  including  the 
facilitation  of  the  construction  of  the  high¬ 
way  system,  which  I  am  certain  will  be  of 
great  assistance  to  the  United  States  econom¬ 
ically,  militarily  and  otherwise.  I  am  equally 
strongly  opposed  to  section  122  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reasons: 

(a)  In  my  opinion  the  same  is  an  un¬ 
necessary  encroachment  on  the  right  of  the 
States  to  govern  their  domestic  affairs;  and 

(b)  It  is  my  opinion  that  permitting  out¬ 
door  advertising  along  the  Interstate  System 
will  benefit  all  concerned  (1)  the  traveling 
public,  by  supplying  means  of  information 
as  to  desirable  lodging,  eating  and  other 
business  establishments,  (2)  the  owners  of 


vacant  property  along  the  highway  system 
by  providing  some  means  of  income  with 
which  to  help  defray  taxes  and  other  expenses 
incident  to  the  ownership  of  vacant  land, 
and  (3)  residents  and  business  people,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  State  of  Nevada,  which  is  so 
dependent  on  tourist  traffic,  by  affording 
them  the  opportunity  to  advertise  their  places 
of  business  and  to  encourage  patronage  by 
the  traveling  public. 

In  addition,  it  is  my  opinion  that  adver¬ 
tising  of  this  type  is  essential  to  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  roadside  businesses  which  are  so  in¬ 
tegrally  a  part  of  our  economy.  Most  of  us 
recognize  that  there  have  been  abuses  in 
outdoor  advertising  and  resultant  detrac¬ 
tions  from  the  natural  beauty  of  the  coun¬ 
tryside.  However,  it  is  my  feeling  that  the 
problem  is  one  for  State  and  county  regula¬ 
tion  and  that  prohibiting  billboards  in  other 
than  commercial  zones  or  districts,  as  is  the 
rule  under  the  county  zoning  ordinance  in 
Clark  County,  affords  a  satisfactory  solution. 

I  shall  appreciate  very  much  your  giving 
consideration  to  the  foregoing  and  in  the 
event  you  deem  proper,  shall  appreciate  your 
vote  in  favor  of  Senate  bill  3414  and  against 
section  122. 

Sincerely  yours, 

V.  Gray  Gubler, 

Attorney  at  Law. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  States  in  any  Federal 
program  is  indispensable. 

It  is  imperative  to  respect  the  rights  of 
such  States  and  leave  all  power  possible 
to  the  respective  legislatures  to  coordi¬ 
nate  the  Federal-State  interests. 

The  State  control  of  advertising  fitting 
the  area’s  needs  and  the  taxpayer’s 
wishes  into  the  building  program  is  very 
important  to  Federal-State  relations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  5  minutes  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
always  had  a  strong  feeling  that  States 
should  be  privileged  to  govern  them¬ 
selves.  I  think,  however,  the  national 
highway  system  is  of  great  importance, 
and  I  believe  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  safeguards  the  States’  posi¬ 
tions*  and  also  gives  to  the  States  certain 
credit  if  they  cooperate  with  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government  to  keep  under  proper 
control  certain  areas  immediately  adja¬ 
cent  to  the  road  right-of-way.  It  is  for 
those  reasons  that  I  shall  speak  briefly 
on  the  proposal. 

Mr-.  President,  I  jm  in  full  support 
of  the  accelerated  construction  features 
of  the  pending  proposal,  and  I  think  that 
this  expanded  program  is  something 
which  is  needed  to  bolster  our  Nation’s 
economy.  I  do  not  hesitate  to  give  my 
unqualified  support  to  the  construction 
features  of  S.  3414,  and  there  has  never 
been  any  question  in  my  mind  on  this 
count. 

Section  12  of  this  bill,  however,  has 
aroused  a  great  deal  of  public  interest, 
and  I  am  sure  that  my  colleagues  have 
received  hundreds  of  letters  and  tele- 
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grams,  as  I  have,  conceraing  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  regulating  advertising  along  the 
Federal  Interstate  System.  This  ques¬ 
tion  does  not  present  a  clear-cut  issue, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  it  can  be 
answered  with  a  simple  yes  or  no. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  I  am 
supporting  the  bill  as  amended  in  com¬ 
mittee  so  as  to  provide  an  additional 
Federal  reimbursement  to  the  States  for 
costs  of  acquiring  easements  along  the 
Federal  Interstate  System.  I  want  to 
emphasize  the  point  that  section  12  of 
this  bill  does  not  apply  to  t|ie  regular 
Federal-aid  primary,  secondary  or  ur¬ 
ban  systems.  It  applies  only  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Interstate  System  authorized  in  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

I  wish  to  present  some  significant  facts 
regarding  section  12.  It  should  be  em¬ 
phasized  that  the  States  retain  decision 
as  to  whether  highway  advertising  will 
be  regulated  within  their  borders  on  the 
Interstate  System.  This  regulation  is 
not  to  be  imposed  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
section  12. 

A  bonus  of  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the 
Federal  contribution  toward  the  con¬ 
struction  costs  of  the  Interstate  System 
will  be  provided  if  a  State  decides  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  establish  regulation 
of  advertising.  Section  12  proposes  that 
these  regulations  would  extend  to  an  area 
of  660  feet  on  each  side  of  the  right-of- 
way.  The  State  can  be  reimbursed  by 
an  amount  equal  to  5  /percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  easements  on  this  land. 

Section  12  does  not  propose  to  elimin¬ 
ate  all  signs  along  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem. 

First.  Official  signs  authorized  or  re¬ 
quired  by  law  and  signs  erected  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  provisions  of  State  law  de¬ 
signed  to  give  information  in  the  interest 
of  the  traveling  public  would  be  per¬ 
mitted.  y  - 

Second.  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or 
lease  of  property  upon  which  they  are 
located  will  be  permitted. 

Third.  Signs  no  larger  than  500  square 
inches  advertising  activities  at  locations 
within  12  miles  of  such  a  sign  would  also 
be  permitted. 

This  last  provision  would  give  an  op¬ 
portunity  for  business  concerns  such  as 
hotels,  motels,  and  restaurants  to  inform 
the  traveling  public  of  the  services  which 
they  have  to  offer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  an  additional  2  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mi*.  President,  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  the  regulation  of  highway 
advertising  would  lead  to  unemployment 
in  the  advertising  business  has  caused 
me  some  concern.  In  this  respect,  how¬ 
ever,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  provision 
for  an  accelerated  construction  program 
on  all  Federal-aid  highways  will  provide 


a  new  market  for  highway  advertising 
signs  in  the  unrestricted  phase  of  the 
Federal  highway  program. 

In  conclusion,  it  appears  to  me  that 
when  S.  3414  is  considered  in  its  entirety, 
as  reported  by  the  committee,  it  is  worthy 
of  my  support.  I  should  like  to  see  some 
regulation  of  highway  advertising  along 
the  control  access  Federal  Interstate 
System,  but  I  would  not  support  such 
regulation  if  I  could  foresee  its  working 
a  hardship  on  businesses  serving  the 
traveling  public  or  if  it  caused  undue 
hardship  among  those  who  earn  their 
living  in  the  advertising  business.  It  is 
my  sincere  conviction  that  S.  3414  will 
not  result  in  such  hardships,  and  will  at 
the  same  time  provide  for  a  reasonable 
means  of  preventing  unrestricted  use  of 
the  Interstate  Systems’  right-of-way  for 
outdoor,  advertising. 

For  the  reasons  I  have  given  I  could 
not  support  the  amendment  of  my  good 
friend  and  distinguished  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  but 
I  do  intend  to  support  the  bill  as  reported 
from  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  coil- 
sent  that  “a  few  letters  and  telegrams 
which  I  have  received  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  to 
illustrate  the  views  of  individuals  and 
businessmen  in  my  State  of  Minnesota 
with  regard  to  the  question  of  regulating 
highway  advertising. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  1  additional  minute? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  some  of  my 
very  best  friends  in  the  business  field 
have  opposed  any  restriction,  as  will  be 
found  in  the  group  of  letters  and  tele¬ 
grams  which  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

Equally,  Mr.  President,  there  are 
those  who  by  telegram  and  letter  have 
supported  regulation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  the 
letters  and  telegrams  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Gordon  Electric  Co., 

Albert  Lea,  Minn.,  February  18,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  In  the  past  several  months  I 
have  been  reading  a  great  deal  about  the 
proposed  legislation  to  eliminate  advertising 
of  any  type  along  the  new  interstate  high¬ 
way  systems.  '  As  a  merchant  and  land 
owner  who  would  be  affected  by  this  legis¬ 
lation,  I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
ask  that  you  do  not  pass  any  legislation 
that  would  eliminate  outdoor  highway  ad¬ 
vertising. 

I  know  that  there  are  many  arguments, 
both  for  and  against,  eliminating  outdoor 
advertising,  but  It  seems  to  me  that  the  one 
important  basic  argument  is  that  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  such  a  bill  would  be  discriminatory 
against  a  very  important  segment  of  our 
business  world.  I  for  one  would  certainly 
object  to  passing  laws  which  would  be  harm¬ 
ful  to  any  one  part  of  our  economy. 


I  might  add  that  I  personally  am  not  a 
strong  believer  in  a  lot  of  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising  and  we  do  very  little  of  this  type  of 
advertising  ourselves.  I  do  believe  that  it 
is  a  fundamental  right  of  people  to  choose 
the  methods  of  advertising  which  they  want 
to  use,  and  the  right  of  land  owners  to  de¬ 
termine  how  they  should  use  their  property. 
Any  restrictive  legislation  which  would  limit 
these  rights  would  have  a  negative  effect  on 
our  economy  and  would  also  be  another  step 
backward  in  limitation  of  our  individual 
freedoms  of  action. 

I  respectfully  request  that  you  do  every¬ 
thing  in  your  power  to  defeat  any  proposed 
legislation  to  eliminate  this  type  of  adver¬ 
tising. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Bert  L.  Gordon. 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  March  25,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senator  From  Minnesota,  Senate  Office 

Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

If  section  122  is  not  deleted  from  Senate 
bill  3414,  many  thousands  of  jobs  are  in  peril 
not  only  in  our  own  company  but  thousands 
of  small-business  operators  throughout  the 
Nation  trying  to  exist  in  the  outdor  adver¬ 
tising  business  and  keep  their  men  empolyed. 
This  is  certainly  no  time  for  Congress  to 
consider  discriminatory  controls  that  will 
destroy  legitimate  American  enterprise  and 
place  more  men  on  the  relief  rolls. 

With  your  apparent  long-standing  inter¬ 
est  in  small  business  we  must  expect  that 
your  vote  on  this  question  will  be  cast  in 
their  interests  and  in  the  retention  of  jobs 
for  those  who,  if  this  bill  passes,  will  be 
among  the  already  too  large  lists  of  unem¬ 
ployed.  I  strongly  urge  your  vote  against 
this  measure  and  your  wholehearted  effort  to 
see  that  it  is  defeated. 

A.  E.  Eggert,  Vice  President. 

Minnesota  Mining  and 
Manfacturing  Co., 

Duluth,  Minn.,  March  18,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Duluth  Hotel  Association  recom¬ 
mends  the  Gore  bill  No.  S.  3414,  but  strong¬ 
ly  disapproves  of  Neuberger  amendment  sec¬ 
tion  122  as  discrimnatory  to  certain  busi¬ 
nesses  requiring  billboard  advertising. 

Spalding  Hotel, 

C.  R.  McLean,  Jr. 

Minneapolis  Central  Labor  Union, 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  March  18,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Thye:  The  Minneapolis 
Central  Labor  Union  is  strongly  opposed  to 
the  enactment  of  a  proposed  amendment  to 
the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  known  as 
Senate  bill  3414  regulating  outdoor  adver¬ 
tising. 

While  the  act  itself  is  in  the  best  interest 
of  the  entire  economy  of  our  Nation,  and 
will  go  a  long  way  toward  halting  the  re¬ 
cession  in  which  we  now  find  ourselves,  the 
amendment  would  have  just  the  opposite 
reaction  on  our  economy. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  you  do  everything 
within  your  power  to  defeat  the  proposed 
legislation  because  of  the  adverse  affect  this 
amendment  will  have  on  our  membership. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Walter  R.  Cramond,  President. 

Corn  Belt  Display, 
Fairmont,  Minn.,  March  20,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Thye, 

United  States  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Hon.  Senator  Thye:  Section  122  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3414  which  is  expected  to  come  be- 
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tore  the  Senate  on  March  24,  would  be  a 
death  blow  to  free  enterprise  in  our  State 
of  Minnesota  and  all  other  States  in  -  the 
Union.  This  section  will  give  the  Federal 
Government  control  of  private  ownership, 
and  if  allowed  to  pass  will  be  the  beginning 
of  the  end  of  our  constitutional  rights. 

All  we  ask  is  that  these  rights  be  pre¬ 
served  by  the  defeat  of  section  122  of  Senate 
bill  3414. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Rodney  Brandt, 

Kenneth  E.  Evans, 

Partners. 

Virginia,  Minn.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Edward  Thye, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Opposing  section  122  Gore  bill,  a  crippling 
blow  to  our  tourist  trade  on  the  Iron  Range. 

Pohaki  Lumber  Co. 

Rochester,  Minn.,  March  18,  1958. 
Senator  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  oppose  section  122  and  ask  that 
It  be  stricken  from  Senate  bill  3414  when  it 
comes  before  the  Senate  for  vote  next  week. 
We  vigorously  oppose  this  section  only  of  the 
bill  and  are  writing  in  detail  by  letter  today 
our  reasons. 

Naegele  Sign  Co., 

B.  V/.  Vogel,  Vice  President. 


Moorhead,  Minn.,  March  20,  1958. 
Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.r 

Regarding  section  122  to  the  Gore  bill 
(S.  3414)  please  do  not  legislate  our  small 
business  out  of  business.  We  feel  this  bill 
is  vicious,  discriminatory  and  very  unfair  to 
so  many  big  and  small  businesses  alike. 
Polls  taken  prove  that  the  majority  of  the 
public  wants  highway  signs  and  the  loss 
would  be  tremendous  to  many. 

Trustingly  yours, 

Hegland  Sign  Co., 
Anton  Hegland. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Senator  Ed  Thye, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Representing  the  Minnesota  Federation  of 
Garden  Clubs  with  a  membership  of  3,000 
we  urge  you  to  vote  in  favor  of  Government 
billboard  control. 

Federated  Garden  Clubs 
of  Minnesota, 

Mrs.  Fred  Multaler,  President. 


Fairmount,  Minn.,  March  21,  1958. 
Senator  Thye, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Thye:  I  am  throughly 
opposed  to  billboard  advertising  on  our  na¬ 
tional  highways.  Billboards  look  cheap,  they 
prevent  an  untrammeled  view  of  the  beau¬ 
ties  of  nature  and  their  being  placed  on 
curves  prevent  drivers  from  seeing  what  is 
coming.  I  trust  you  will  vote  against  them. 

Yours  truly, 

Mrs.  Marcus  E.  Teeter. 

Hastings,  Minn.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Ed  Thye, 

Senator  from  Minnesota, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  your  support  for  amendment  Senate 
bill  3414  for  billboard  control  section  12. 
Consider  imperative  that  control  measure 
accompany  speedup  legislation  for  high¬ 
way  building  which  we  are  sure  you  support. 
Laws  Valley  View  Nurseries, 
Ken  Laws. 


St.  Paul,  Minn.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Edward  Thye,- 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Pleased  to  hear  of  the  speedy  considera¬ 
tion  of  Senate  bill  No.  3414.  I  strongly  urge 
the  retention  of  section  12  of  this  bill  as 
now  written. 

Respectfully  yours, 

J.  V.  Bailey  Nurseries, 
Vincent  K.  Bailey. 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Edward  Thye, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Keep  amendment  in  highway  bill  and  do 
not  weaken  it. 

•  Mrs.  Truman  P.  Gardner, 

President,  St.  Paul  Garden  Club. 

Mound,  Minn.,  March  21, 1958. 
Senator  Edward  Thye, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Appreciate  your,  support  of  bill  to  keep 
billboards  off  Federal  highways. 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dick  Gale. 


Wayzata,  Minn.,  March  21, 1958. 
Hon.  Edward  J.  Thye, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  you  to  keep  billboard  amendment  in 
the  highway  bill. 

Mrs.  Donald  D.  Davis, 
Mrs.  Stanley  Partridge, 
Mrs.  L.  B.  Newell, 

Mrs.  Dwight  Yerxa, 

Mrs.  Frank  Plant, 

Mrs.  Philip  Winston. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent' that  I  may  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  without  the 
time  being  charged  against  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRINTING  OF  ADDITIONAL  COPIES 
OF  INTERIM  REPORT  OF  SELECT 
COMMITTEE  ON  IMPROPER  AC¬ 
TIVITIES  IN  THE  LABOR  OR  MAN¬ 
AGEMENT  FIELD 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  make  a 
unanimous-consent  request,  and  that  the 
time  not  be  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  279. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  will  be  stated  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  279)  was  read, 
as  follows: 


Resolved,  That  there  be  printed  for  the  use 
of  the  Select  Committee  on  Improper  Ac¬ 
tivities  in  the  Labor  or  Management  Field 
2,500  additional  copies  of  the  committee’s  in¬ 
terim  report  to  the  Senate  pursuant  to  Senate 
Resolutions  74  and  221,  85th  Congress.  ' 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  -the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  Mr.  President,  I 
have  consulted  with  both  the  majority 
and  the  minority  leader.  From  their 
viewpoint  there  is  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  -  279)  was 
agreed  to. 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  -Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  my  friend 
from  California. 

Mr.  President,  as  discussion  of  the  bill¬ 
board  regulation  proposal  comes  to  a  cli¬ 
max,  I  believe  certain  aspects  of  the 
issue  might  me  emphasized  and  clarified. 

We  have  heard  today  opponents  of  the 
billboard  regulation  proposal  contend 
that  we  are  involved  in  a  question  of 
States  rights.  They  charge  that  the 
measure  jointly  sponsored  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  California  and  me 
is  an  invasion  of  States  rights.  They 
say  the  matter  should  be  left  entirely 
to  the  States,  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  take  no  interest  whatsoever 
in  the  problem. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  emphasize  the 
particular  point  that,  as  a  former  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  State  legislature  of  one  of 
the  great  States  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  when  I  was  a  member  of  the  Ore¬ 
gon  State  House  of  Representatives  in 
1941, 1  sponsored  the  first  billboard  con¬ 
trol  measure  ever  offered  in  that  body. 
As  a  member  of  the  Oregon  State  Senate 
some  10  years  later,  I  sponsored,  jointly 
with  my  wife,  who  was  then  a  member 
of  the  Oregon  House  of  Representatives, 
another  billboard  control  measure.  In 
that  particular  field  we  were  trying  to 
regulate  signboards  at  the  State  level. 

What  did  the  billboard  lobby  do  then? 
In  the  Oregon  State  capital  of  Salem  the 
billboard  representatives  said,  “This  is 
an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  municipali¬ 
ties,  of  counties,  and  of  localities.”  In 
other  words,  Mr.  President,  the  billboard 
people  simply  do  not  want  any  regula¬ 
tion  at  all. 

In  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
they  say,  “Leave  it  to  the  States.”  In 
the  State  capitol  of  the  State  of  Oregon 
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they  said,  “Leave  it  to  the  counties,  and 
leave  it  to  the  municipalities.” 

Mr.  President,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  going  to  pay  90  percent  of  the 
cost  of  these  highways.  The  Federal 
Government  through  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  is  to  specify  standards  of  con¬ 
struction  for  the  highways.  It  seems  to 
me  reasonable  and  logical — just  as  logi¬ 
cal  as  that  the  night  shall  follow  the  day, 
to  use  a  very  trite  expression — that  the 
Federal  Government  should  take  some 
interest  in  the  protection  of  the  scenery 
along  the  roadsides  of  the  41,000  miles  of 
interstate  highways. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  stress  another 
fact  which  must  be  in  the  minds  of  Sen¬ 
ators  when  we  vote  this  afternoon.  We 
are  talking  about  limited  access  high¬ 
ways.  We  even  had  some  protest  about 
that  when  we  were  considering  the  orig¬ 
inal  interstate  highway  bill  several  years 
ago,  when  it  was  sponsored  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  and  some  of  the 
rest  of  us.  These  are  limited  access 
roads.  No  motel  can  have  access  to 
these  roads.  No  restaurant  can  have 
access.  Not  even  a  farmer  who  owns 
land  beside  the  road  can  drive  out  on 
these  limited  access  interstate  high¬ 
ways. 

It  perhaps  will  be  true  that  some 
farmer  or  rancher  near  these  roads  will 
have  to  drive  8,  10,  12,  20,  or  even  25 
miles  to  an  interchange  where  he  can 
go  through  a  cloverleaf  to  the  new  high¬ 
ways.  In  other  words,  no  business  is 
going  to  have  access  to  these  roads. 
Restaurants  will  not.  Hotels  will  not. 
Motels  will  not.  The  farmer  who  owns 
land  beside  the  road  will  not. 

But  we  are  told  in  the  Senate  today 
we  should  defeat  the  Kuchel-Neuberger 
amendment  in  the  bill,  so  there  will  be 
one  exception — so  there  will  be  one  busi¬ 
ness  only  which  will  be  permitted  to  have 
access  to  these  roads.  What  business  is 
that  Mr  President?  It  is  the  signboard 
business.  They  want  access  to  the  roads 
through  visibility 

If  we  allow  signboards  along  the  in¬ 
terstate  highways  we  will  be  saying, 
“Motels,  restaurants,  farms,  and  ranches 
cannot  have  access  to  these  limited  ac¬ 
cess  highways,  but  the  billboard  business 
can  have  access  through  theshuge',  mas¬ 
sive  signs  which  the  motorists  will  have 
to  see  as  they  drive  along  the  highways.” 

I  want  to  point  out  a  further  fact  be¬ 
fore  I  conclude  this  brief  presentation, 
and  that  is  the  fact  that  the  motorists 
will  be  delivered  over  to  the  signboard 
industry  and  to  the  outdoor  advertising 
industry  as  a  captive  audience  unless 
the  Kuchel-Neuberger  amendment  is 
left  in  the  bill  which  is  presently  before 
us. 

When  members  of  the  American  pub¬ 
lic  buy  their  morning  newspapers  they 
are  not  compelled  to  read  the  advertise¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Will  the  Senator 
from  California  yield  me  1  more  minute? 

Mi*.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  1  more  minute 
to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  When  members 
of  the  American  public  buy  their  weekly 
or  monthly  magazines,  they  are  not  com¬ 
pelled  to  read  the  advertisements.  We 


are  not  compelled  to  listen  to  radio  com¬ 
mercials.  We  can  turn  our  eyes  away 
from  television  commercials.  But  when 
one  is  driving  over  the  41,000  miles  of 
the  Interstate  System,  if  he  does  not 
look  at  the  signboards  on  that  system  he 
risks  death  for  himself  and  the  other 
occupants  of  his  car,  and  everyone  else 
on  the  highway  at  that  time. 

In  conclusion,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  some 
very  effective,  pertinent,  and  informed 
messages  which  I  have  received  from 
people  in  my  State  and  in  the  State  of 
California  who  -share  our  desire  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  roadsides  along  the  Interstate 
Highway  System. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks  some  very  effective 
newspaper  editorials  from  the  Portland 
(Oreg.)  Oregonian,  the  Denver  (Colo.) 
Post,  the  Detroit  (Mich.)  News,  the  St. 
Petersburg  (Fla.)  Times,  and  the  Adi¬ 
rondack  (N.  Y.)  Daily  Enterprise. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  com¬ 
munications  and  editorials  were  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Dod  Rancho, 

Santa  Fe,  Calif.,  March  24, 1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  president  of  this  resort  hotel,  I  am 
strongly  against  all  road  signs  not  specific¬ 
ally  designed  for  the  safety  and  convenience 
of  the  motoring  public.  Users  of  the  high¬ 
ways  should  not  be  treated  as  a  captive  au¬ 
dience.  Scenery  is  the  chief  asset  of  the 
tourist  industry  and  the  public  should  be 
allowed  to  enjoy  it.  This  corporation  is  a 
heavy  buyer  of  legitimate  advertising  but 
we  do  not  use  billboards  because  they  dam¬ 
age  our  business.  I  heartily  endorse  the 
fight  for  proper  regulatory  legislation. 

Clifford  C.  Ewing, 
President,  La  Valencia  Hotel  Corp. 
of  La  Jolla,  Calif. 

Medford,  Oreg.,  March  19,  1958. 
The  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sirs:  We  came  across  the  plains  of 
western  Texas  in  1925,  where  the  billboards 
were  used  as  outhouses.  That  is  the  only 
useful  purpose  that  I  have  known  them  to 
serve. 

We  no  longer  need  them  in  that  capacity. 
Please  allow  us  to  enjoy  unobstructed  views 
of  our  beautiful  scenery. 

Tourists  long  to  get  away  from  billboards, 
and  Oregon  wants  tourists. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Ethel  M.  Thompson 
(Mrs.  Horace) . 

^Portland,  Oreg.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

At  the  March  18  meeting  of  the  American 
Institute  of  Architects,  Oregon  Chapter, 
Inc.  (members  over  200) ,  a  resolution  was 
unanimously  passed  supporting  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment,  section  122  of  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  for  billboard  control. 

Robert  C.  Douglas, 

Secretary. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  19, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

United  States  Senator, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

All  success  to  you  and  Senator  Kuchel  in 
your  concern  for  the  preservation  of  one  of 
our  most  important  natural  resources,  the 
peace  and  beauty  of  our  countrysides,  as  we 
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are  entitled  to  enjoy  them  from  our  high¬ 
ways. 

Sincerely, 

Glenn  Stanton, 

Fellow  of  the  American  Institute  of 
Architects. 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  March  25, 1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Eighty-five  hundred  members  urge  your 
support  of  billboard  section  pending  legisla¬ 
tion  controlling  billboard  on  major  high¬ 
ways.  This  is  an  important  part  of  our 
State  program. 

Oregon  Federation  Garden 
„  Club, 

Mrs.  A.  O.  Floyd, 

President. 

Mrs.  B.  I.  Brader, 

Vice  President. 

Medford,  Oreg. 

Portland,  Oreg,,  March  20, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  know  you  are  doing  everything  pos¬ 
sible  to  keep  billboard  amendment  in  high¬ 
way  bill.  We  strongly  endorse  and  appre¬ 
ciate  your  efforts. 

Mrs.  Hedley  Hill, 
President,  Portland  Garden  Club. 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Santiam  District  Garden  Club  members 
urge  your  support  on  billboard  legislation 
opposing  billboard  on  Oregon  highways. 

Mrs.  J.  W.  Scheel, 
Santiam  District  Director ,  Oregon 
Federation  Garden  Club. 

Medford,  Oreg.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

\ ,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Neuberger:  I  represent  the  24 
garden  clubs  of  Siskiyou  District  No.  4,  of 
the  Oregon  Federation  of  Garden  Clubs,  Inc., 
with  a  membership  of  over  800.  We  wish 
to  support  legislation  controlling  advertising 
along  interstate  highways. 

Mrs.  Ira  Fitzgerald, 
Siskiyou  District,  Director. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Congratulations  on  billboard  amendment. 
Hope  for  adoption  with  no  further  weaken¬ 
ing. 

Mrs.  George  J.  Beggs. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  21,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Giving  our  wholehearted  support  to  your 
billboard  legislation. 

(Mrs.  C.  M.)  Harriet  B.  Bishop. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  20,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Billboard  control  essential  to  modern  free- 
~  ways.  We  captive-audience  motorists  wish 
to  enjoy  our  beautiful  country.  Good  luck. 

Lewis  P.  Crutcher. 

Sherwood,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  accept  our  thanks  your  active  sup¬ 
port,  section  12,  bill  3414. 

Mary  Elwert, 
Tualatin  Valley  Nurseries. 
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Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24, 1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Offices, 

Washington,  D.  C 

Asking  your  support  on  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414. 

Junays  Garden  Center. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Reference  to  section  12,  bill  3414,  to  ban 
billboards  on  freeways  our  firm  is  backing 
this  bill. 

Klupenger  Nursery, 

■  J.  H.  Klupenger. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  your  support  of  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414.  Anything  you  can  do  to  assist  in 
the  passage  of  this  bill  will  be  greatly  appre¬ 
ciated. 

R.  V.  Van  Hevelingen. 

Troutdale,  Oreg.,  March  24, 1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  earnestly  support  section  12,  Senate  bill 
3414,  on  highway  signs.  Your  effort  will  be 
appreciated. 

J.  Frank  Schmidt  &  Sons. 

Hillsboro,  Oreg.,  March  24, 1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C..' 

Commend  your  stand  re  billboards. 
Strongly  urge  passage  section  12,  S.  3414. 

Rich  &  Sons  Nursery, 
Sam  Rich. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Oregon  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Request  your  full  support  section  12,  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  3414. 

Pacific  Coast  Nursery, 
Martin  Holmason. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  earnestly  request  your  full  support  of 
section  12,  Senate  bill  3414. 

Portland  Wholesale  Nursery  Co. 

Fairview,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

TTrge  your  support  for  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414,  to  prevent  despoiling  of  natural 
beauty  along  our  highways. 

A.  McGill  &  Son. 

Milton,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  you  to  support  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414,  and  thus  preventing  the  spoiling 
of  the  natural  beauty  along  our  highways. 

Milton  Nursery  Co. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

To  keep  Oregon  green  we  urge  your  active 
support  of  section  12,  Senate  bill  3414. 

Doty  &  Doerner,  Inc., 
Paul  E.  Doty. 


St.  Helens,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Asking  your  support  on  section  12,  Senate 
bill  3414,  our  opinion  is  vital  to  beauty  of 
our  highway. 

E.  P.  Dering. 

Scappoose,  Oreg. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

To  protect  the  public’s  investment  in  our 
new  modern  highway  system  and  to  assure 
that  the  beauty  of  these  highways  are  not 
marred  by  a  polyglot  of  unsightly  signboards. 
We  most  emphatically  urge  that  you  vote 
for  passage  of  the  billboard  control  bill. 
Mrs.  A.  O.  Floyd, 

Mrs.  Bernie  I.  Brader, 

Mrs.  E.  G.  Taylor, 

Mrs.  T.  R.  Fettis, 

Mrs.  Lyle  Bayne, 

State  Officers  of  the  Oregon  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Garden  Clubs,  Inc. 

Portland,  Oreg.,  March  24,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

To  protect  the  public’s  investment  in  our 
new  modern  highway  system  and  to  assure 
that  the  beauty  of  these  highways  are  not 
marred  by  a  polyglot  of  unsightly  signboards. 
We  most  emphatically  urge  that  you  vote 
for  passage  of  the  billboard  control  bill,  S. 
3414. 

Portland  District,  the  Oregon  - 
Federation  of  Garden  Clubs. 

Mrs.  Marvin  R.  Ambuhl, 

State  Roadside  Chairman. 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  March  26,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  keep  up  your  fight  against  roadside 
advertising.  It  is  pernicious  form  of  pub¬ 
licity.  The  roadside  advertising  association  is 
essentially  a  lobby  working  in  all  States  and 
with  the  Federal  Government.  It  is  largely 
backed  by  Minnesota  Mining  &  Manufactur¬ 
ing  Co.,  of  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  any  costs  of  the 
association  above,  dues  is  contributed  by 
three  thousand.  The  outdoor  advertising 
association  is  also  very  active  in  lobbying. 
I  hqpe  you  can  prevent  or  at  least  control 
roadside  advertising  by  your  amendment. 

WILLIAM  SEARIGHT. 

Toledo,  Ohio.  • 

Salem,  Oreg.,  March  19,  1958. 
Senator  Richard  Neuberger, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Sir:  As  a  member  of  a  garden  club 
I  wish  to  commend  you  for  your  stand 
against  billboards  on  the  public  highways 
and  hope  you  will  continue  to  work  against 
them. 

Sue  H.  Van  Cleve 

Mrs.  Joseph  B.  Van  Cleve. 

[ From  the  Portland  Oregonian] 

Billboard  Fate  at  Hand 

A  compromise  provision  worked  out  under 
the  bipartisan  leadership  of  Senator  Richard 
L.  Neuberger  (Democrat,  Oregon)  and  Sena¬ 
tor  Thomas  F.  Kuchel  (Republican,  Califor¬ 
nia),  represents  the  furthest  advance  Con¬ 
gress  has  yet  made  toward  establishing  a 
Federal  interest  in  preventing  excessive  bill¬ 
board  invasion  of  rural  roadsides. 

By  a  narrow  margin  of  7  to  6,  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee  has  retained  the 
Neuberger-Kuchel  billboard  control  features 
of  the  new  highway  bill.  The  legislation 
now  goes  to  the  Senate  floor,  where  the  bill¬ 


board  section  will  have  heavy  opposition. 
Failure  there  could  be  fatal  to  billboard 
regulation  along  much  of  the  projected 
41,000  miles  of  interstate  freeway. 

The  bill  would  not  apply  Federal  controls. 
It  would  merely  encourage  application  of 
State  controls  by  offering  a  Federal  premium 
therefor.  Without  such  encouragement  it  is 
unlikely  that  many  legislatures  will  act  in 
1959  sessions  in  time  to  have  effect  on  initial 
sections  of  the  cross-country  network.  The 
United  States  Senate  may  thus  within  the 
next  few  days  settle  the  fate  of  billboard 
regulation  along  the  Interstate  System. 

[From  the  Denver  Post  of  March  20,  1958] 
The  Fight  To  Preserve  Scenery 

Presumably  because  they  are  not  inter¬ 
ested  in  scenic  grandeur,  Senators  Kerr,  of 
Oklahoma,  and  Hruska,  of  Nebraska,  are 
bent  on  amending  the  United  States  high¬ 
ways  bill  to  delete  what  is  left  of  its  anti¬ 
billboard  measures.  Senators  Kuchel,  of 
California,  and  Neuberger,  of  Oregon,  still  are 
fighting  for  the  compromise  billboard  regu¬ 
lations  that  would  ban  big  display  posters 
but  permit  smaller  advertising  signs  along 
the  41, 000-mile  Interstate  System. 

Kuchel  and  Neuberger  figure  that  too 
little  regulation  is  better  than  none,  since 
passage  of  even  a  watered-down  billboard 
ban  represents  the  first  successful  attempt 
to  establish  Federal  interest  in  protecting 
roadside  scenery.  That  is,  unless  Kerr  and 
Hruska,  knuckling  under  to  the  outdoor 
advertising  lobbyists,  manage  to  kill  that 
token  of  interest. 

How  foolish  is  this  giving  in  to  the  adver¬ 
tising  companies  is  indicated  in  Averell  Har- 
riman’s  recent  discussion  of  the  subject  in 
The  Reporter. 

“Banning  billboards  along  the  new  inter-- 
state  highways  could  scarcely  be  called  a 
heavy  blow  to  the  advertising  industry,” 
says  Harriman.  “There  are  3.400,000  miles  of 
streets  and  roads  in  the  Nation,  most  of 
which  remain  open  to  as  many  billboards  as 
advertisers  are  willing  to  pay  for.  The  In¬ 
terstate  System  will  add  a  mere  1.2  percent 
to  the  total  mileage.  Moreover,  the  small 
businesses  such  as  motels  and  restaurants 
that  use  billboards,  to  advertise  their  where¬ 
abouts  can  do  so  at  the  exits,  which  are  the 
only  points  where  travelers  can  turn  off  the 
highways  anyway.” 

The  lobbyists  hacking  away  at  the  Federal 
bill,  as  well  as  those  fighting  State  regula¬ 
tion  of  sign-placing  on  the  new  system, 
may  eventually  regret  their  achievement. 
In  Colorado,  one  prideful  community.  Aspen, 
has  found  a  way  to  impose  more  far-reaching 
and  drastic  control  of  billboard  blight  under 
existing  Colorado  law,  which  is  similar  to 
laws  of  other  States. 

Working  through  the  city  council  and  the 
Pitkin  County  commissioners,  Aspenites  have 
attracted  national  attention  as  they  fought 
offensive  billboards  through  new  county  zon¬ 
ing  rules.  If  other  Colorado  counties  now 
follow  the  Aspen  plan,  the  result  will  be 
billboard  regulation  in  areas  far  off  the 
interstate  network  the  lobbyists  have  been 
trying  to  take  over  for  advertising.  They 
stand  to  lose  more  than  they  can  win. 

The  new  superhighway  system  will  be  the 
world’s  largest,  and  it  can  also  be  the  most 
beautiful — 41,000  miles  of  new  national  park. 
Most  of  it  will  be  over  new  rights-of-way, 
where  no  previous  roads  have  existed. 
Colorado,  whose  scenery  is  as  much  an  asset 
as  is  oil  in  Oklahoma  or  corn  in  Nebraska, 
has  a  stake  in  protecting  the  national  net¬ 
work  from  the  blight  of  shaving  jingles  and 
soft  drink  art.  Neuberger  and  Kuchel,  not 
Kerr  and  Hruska,  are  thus  working  in  this 
State’s  interest. 
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[Prom  the  Detroit  News  of  March  21,  1958] 
Curve  Ahead 

Legislation  to  keep  billboards  off  the  In¬ 
terstate  highways  that  are  to  be  90  percent 
paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government  has 
taken  a  step  forward — a  very  small  step  but 
a  surprising  and  welcome  one  nevertheless. 

By  a  margin  of  one  vote  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  has  at  last  reported 
favorably  a  compromise  and  minimum-con¬ 
trol  bill.  This  sets  standards  to  keep  the 
highways  from  the  blight  of  the  hucksters 
and  authorizes  each  State  enacting  the  ap¬ 
propriate  restrictions  to  receive  an  additional 
V2  percent  in  aid.  Cooperating  States  may 
also  charge  off  to  Washington  the  cost  of 
acquiring  scenic  easements — a  sort  of  lease 
on  the  view — up  to  5  percent  of  total  ac¬ 
quisition  costs. 

If  one  thinks  of  the  handful  who  have  a 
material  interest  in  defacing  the  countryside, 
contrasted  to  the  millions  who  prefer  it  the 
way  God  made  it,  if  one  considers  the  demo¬ 
cratic  principle  that  the  public  has  the  clear, 
logical  and  constitutional  right  to  regulate 
the  use  of  projects  built  with  public  funds, 
then  the  victory  in  the  Senate  appears  to 
be  so  modest  as  to  be  ludicrous. 

What  has  to  be  considered,  however,  is 
the  political  reality :  that  the  billboard  lobby 
Is  well  organized,  rich,  skillful,  and  tenacious, 
and  that  against  it  stand  only  the  unformu¬ 
lated  wishes  of  perhaps  150  million  people. 
Such  an  articulate,  well-heeled  minority  is 
always  more  impressive  to  practical  poli¬ 
ticians,  because  it  seems  to  care  so  much 
while  the  silent  citizen  seems  to  care  so 
little. 

In  that  consideration,  moreover,  lies  a 
warning.  Despite  Senate  action,  the  oppos¬ 
ing  lobby  remains  immensely,  disproportion¬ 
ately  powerful.  The  Senate  must  still  vote. 
A  companion  bill  must  still  be  pried  out  of 
committee  in  the  House  and  voted  there. 

Nor  would  success  in  each  of  these  steps 
mark  an  end.  Robert  Moses  from  long  per¬ 
sonal  experience  warns  against  underesti¬ 
mating  the  billboard  gang.  Any  battle  lost 
In  Washington  will  certainly  be  fought  again 
among  the  State  legislators,  where  both  the 
odds  and  the  advantages  of  the  undercover 
boys  may  be  something  like  48  times  greater. 

March  19,1958. 

James  Loeb,  Jr., 

Publisher,  the  Adirondack  Enterprise, 
Saranac  Lake,  N.  Y.: 

The  Advertising  Federation  of  America,  be¬ 
lieving  that  an  attack  on  the  rights  of  one 
legal  medium  of  advertising  soon  can  be 
translated  into  attacks  on  all  other  mediums, 
6trongly  protests  the  action  of  the  Senate  in 
attaching  the  antibillboard  section  to  the 
Gore  accelerated  public-roads  bill.  AFA  be¬ 
lieves  this  is  another  step  toward  Federal 
restriction  and  control  of  advertising  and 
violates  basic  constitutional  law  by  a  dis¬ 
criminatory  usurpation  of  private  property. 
We  respectfully  solicit  your  editorial  com¬ 
ment  on  this  vital  issue. 

Robert  M.  Feemster, 
Chairman  of  the  Board,  AFA. 


[From  the  Adirondack  Enterprise  of  March 
21,  1958] 

Billboards  and  Us 

The  advertising  federation,  referring  to 
wire  from  the  chairman  of  the  board  of  the 
Advertising  Federation  of  America,  asking 
us  for  editorial  comment  on  the  vital  issue 
of  billboard  advertising. 

The  Advertising  Federation,  referring  to 
the  action  of  the  United  States  Senate  in 
attaching  an  antibillboard  section  to  Senator 
Gore’s  bill  for  accelerated  public  roads  con¬ 
struction,  wants  us  to  join  with  it  in  pro¬ 
test.  The  AFA  calls  this  action  another 
step  toward  Federal  restriction  and  control 
of  advertising  which  violates  basic  consti¬ 


tutional  law  by  a  discriminatory  usurpation 
of  private  property. 

The  federation  appeals  to  us  on  the 
grounds  that  an  attack  on  the  rights  of 
one  legal  medium  of  advertising  soon  can 
be  translated  into  attacks  on  all  other 
mediums. 

We  agree  thoroughly  with  the  Advertising 
Federation  that  this  is  a  vital  issue.  At 
that  point,  our  agreement  stops. 

In  the  first  place,  we  do  not  feel  that  an 
issue  of  this  nature  should  be  decided  purely 
on  the  basis  of  the  one  criterion :  What’s  in  it 
for  us?  More  important  than  the  question 
of  what  is  good  for  the  advertising  business 
is  the  matter  of  what  is  good  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people.  Indeed,  we  rather  resent  being 
appealed  to  on  this  selfish  basis. 

In  a  similar  way,  we  receive  appeals  from 
certain  agencies  interested  in  pay-as-you-go 
television.  We  are  asked  to  support  that  de¬ 
velopment,  not  because  it  is  good  in  itself 
(which  it  may  well  be),  but  because  it  is 
supposed  to  be  good  for  newspaper  adver¬ 
tising  as  against  its  television  competition. 
In  this  case,  too,  we  think  the  issue  too  im¬ 
portant  to  be  decided  only  on  the  basis  of 
whether  it  is  good  or  bad  for  newspaper 
advertising. 

In  the  second  place,  and  so  that  no  one 
will  think  that  we  are  being  so  high  and 
mighty  about  this  issue,  we  must  confess 
that  restrictions  on  billboard  advertising,  as 
far  as  we  can  see,  would  have  no  adverse 
effect  on  newspaper  advertising.  Indeed,  if 
such  restrictions  had  any  effect  at  all,  it 
would  be  favorable,  on  the  principle  that 
less  of  the  national  advertising  dollar  would 
be  spent  in  other  mediums. 

Nevertheless,  we  like  to  think  that  we  can 
reach  an  opinion  on  this  issue  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  narrow  interests  of  our  imme¬ 
diate  pocketbooks. 

So  far  as  the  issue  itself  is  concerned, 
we  offer  our  enthusiastic  support  to  those 
Senators  who,  in  the  interest  of  the  vast 
majority  of  our  people,  are  pushing  for  some 
kind  of  restrictions. 

We  in  the  Adirondacks  are  less  bothered 
by  the  curse  of  billboards  than  many  areas, 
because  there  are  restrictions  within  the 
so-called  blue  line  of  the  Adirondack  State 
Park. 

But  we  travel  in  other  areas  and  know 
Just  how  disconcerting  and  unsightly  an 
overdose  of  billboards  can  be.  Perhaps  we 
should  be  against  the  restrictions  on  the 
grounds  that,  if  the  rest  of  the  country  were 
covered  with  billboards,  more  people  would 
come  to  the  Adirondacks  to  appreciate  the 
scenery  here. 

Not  only  do  we  favor  the  restrictions  be¬ 
cause  of  the  effect  they  have  on  America 
the  beautiful,  but  also  for  reasons  of  justice. 
The  advertising  space  which  billboards  oc¬ 
cupy  is  created  for  the  advertisers  by  public 
funds.  The  readers  of  billboard  advertising 
are  attracted  not  by  anything  the  adver¬ 
tisers  do,  but  by  what  the  government  does. 
Federal,  State,  or  local.  We  do  not  suggest 
that  all  billboard  advertising  is  wrong,  or 
necessarily  a  desecration  of  our  country. 
But  we  do  say  that  the  beautiful  new  high¬ 
ways  built  by  public  funds  should  not  be 
cluttered  up  with  billboards  which  divert 
the  attention  of  the  driver,  mar  the  scenery, 
and  create  long,  thin,  and  endless  Coney 
Islands  throughout  the  land. 

Finally,  we  believe  that  the  Advertising 
Federation’s  argument  about  a  discrimina¬ 
tory  usurpation  of  private  property  is  so 
much  hogwash.  Are  restrictions  against 
building  factories  in  residential  areas  also 
usurpations?  Is  It  suggested  that  all  zoning 
laws  are  unconstitutional? 

Owners  of  private  property  have  rights. 
The  public  has  rights,  too. 

We  regret  our  inability  to  cooperate  with 
the  Advertising  Federation  on  this  Issue. 
We  think  they  are  wrong,  dead  wrong. 
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[From  the  St.  Petersburg  Times  of  March 
20,  1958| 

Puny  Tactics  Against  Billboards 
.  Congress  is  acting  like  timid  parents  of  a 
delinquent  teen-ager,  insofar  as  combating 
the  roadside  billboard  evil. 

Instead  of  penalizing  States  which  do  not 
control  billboard  advertising  along  Federal- 
State  highways,  a  Senate  subcommittee  plans 
to  give  more  money  to  the  good  little  States 
which  do  restrict  billboards. 

The  billboard  lobby  evidently  has  the  Sen¬ 
ators  buffaloed.  This  situation  contributes 
to  a  serious  accident  hazard.  A  survey  by  the 
United  States  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Minnesota  Highways  De¬ 
partment  indicates  that  “the  greater  the 
number  of  nonofflcial  signs  at  intersections, 
the  higher  were  the  accident  rates.” 

At  the  last  session  of  Congress,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  favorably  reported  an  amended  version 
of  a  bill  by  Senator  Richard  L.  Neuberger, 
Democrat  of  Oregon,  that  would  reward  co¬ 
operative  States  rather  than  penalize  the 
recalcitrant  ones.  The  subcommittee  now 
has  two  other  bills  which  differ  only  slightly. 

The  Neuberger  bill,  at  least,  has  a  worthy 
purpose.  The  main  provision  would  restrict 
signs  to  those  “determined  to  be  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  traveling  public  and  which,  by 
reason  of  their  location,  frequency,  or  char¬ 
acter,  do  not  impair  the  safety  of  travel  or 
interfere  with  enjoyment  of  the  natural 
beauty  of  the  area  through  which  the  high¬ 
way  passes.” 

This  seems  to  us  a  craven  and  probably  in¬ 
effectual  way  to  approach  the  matter  of  ban¬ 
ishing  unsightly  billboards,  but  if  it  is  the 
best  Congress  is  willing  to  offer,  we  can  only 
hope  that  Florida  will  take  advantage  of  the 
chance  to  get  the  extra  Federal  road  aid. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  my 
friend  from  California  for  yielding  me 
time. 

Mr.  CLARK  rose. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  How  much  time  does 
the  able  junior  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  desire?  I  will  yield  him  5  min¬ 
utes,  and  if  he  needs  additional  time  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  it  to  him. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  anyone 
who  has  listened  to  this  debate  about 
billboards  for  the  past  day  or  so  might 
have  thought  that  the  Senate  was  con¬ 
sidering  a  matter  of  great  constitutional 
importance,  involving  the  fundamental 
liberties  of  the  people. 

I  hope  that  before  the  vote  my  col¬ 
leagues  will  read  the  separate  views  op¬ 
posing  section  12  of  the  bill,  which 
appear  on  pages  56  to  60  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report.  To  my  way  of  thinking 
those  separate  views  in  opposition  to 
section  12  are  the  most  eloquent  argu¬ 
ments  in  support  of  the  section  which 
we  have  heard  or  seen  in  this  debate. 

Nothing  could  be  further  from  the 
truth  than  the  thought  that  this  is  a 
matter  of  great  constitutional  impor¬ 
tance,  or  that  high  principle  is  involved 
in  the  opposition  to  section  12.  All 
this  modest  little  section  12  does  is  to 
help  the  States,  if  they  decide  that  they 
wish  help,  to  preserve  a  little  scenery 
from  being  defiled  by  a  mass  of  beer, 
liquor,  and  other  similar  kinds  of  ad¬ 
vertisements.  That  is  all  it  does. 

Anyone  who  takes  the  dreary  drive 
from  Washington  to  New  York  over 
Route  1  or  who  drives  over  Route  30,  or 
out  west  on  Route  66,  has  only  to  drive 
over  Twogate  Pass  from  Jackson’s  Hole 
into  Dubois,  Wyo.,  to  see  the  difference. 
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All  this  modest  little  bill  does,  as  I 
have  said,  is  to  make  it  possible — not  to 
require  it,  but  to  make  it  possible — for 
the  States  which  desire  to  do  so  to  pre¬ 
vent  some  3  percent  of  the  total  mileage 
of  roads  with  respect  to  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  gives  aid  from  being 
desecrated  by  billboard  advertising,  the 
way  so  many  of  our  unprotected  high¬ 
ways  have  already  been  desecrated. 

It  accomplishes  this  purpose  through 
well  tested  and  clearly  constitutional 
methods,  one  of  them  being  the  well- 
known  method  of  a  Federal  grant-in- 
aid.  Perhaps  the  two  parallels  to  the 
type  of  grant-in-aid  which  are  most 
pertinent  here  are  the  program  for  aid 
to  the  blind  and  the  program  for  aid 
to  small  cities  in  creating  and  construc¬ 
ting  sewage  disposal  plants. 

Just  as  we  need  to  help  the  blind,  so 
we  need  to  help  those  who  can  see  to  see 
our  scenery;  and  just  as  we  need  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  our  sewage  by  modern  methods, 
so  we  need  to  get  some  of  these  billboards 
off  the  highways,  where  they  obscure 
our  scenery. 

Let  us  consider  for  a  moment  who  are 
for  the  bill.  The  supporters  of  the  bill 
include  automobile  clubs,  garden  clubs, 
urban  and  national  planners,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  the  titular 
head  of  the  Democratic  Party,  every  pri¬ 
vate  citizen  who  wants  to  preserve  some 
part  of  the  beauty  of  our  scenic  high¬ 
ways,  and  the  governors  of  at  least  two 
of  our  most  populous  States,  namely. 
New  York  and  Pennsylvania. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks  a  telegram  which 
I  have  received  from  Hon.  George  M. 
Leader,  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  sup¬ 
porting  my  position  with  respect  to  bill¬ 
board  legislation. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
gram  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Harrisburg,  Pa.,  March  24,  1958. 
Hon.  Joseph  S.  Clark, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  strongly  support  your  position  as  to  bill¬ 
board  legislation  along  interstate  routes. 

George  M.  Leader, 
Governor  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CLARK.  May  I  have  2  more 
minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Who  is  against  the  bill? 
The  outdoor  advertising  industry,  the 
operators  of  a  few  hotels  and  motels,  and, 
somewhat  halfheartedly  and  quite  sheep¬ 
ishly,  organized  labor,  which  has  been 
pressed  by  the  Carpenters  and  Painters 
Unions. 

What  are  the  arguments  against  the 
bill?  i  urge  my  colleagues  to  read  the 
minority  report,  in  order  to  see  how  un¬ 
sound  the  opposition  arguments  are.  I 
suggest  that  for  intemperate  language, 
purple  adjectives,  irrelevant  and  imma¬ 
terial  assertions,  supported  by  no  proof 
and  no  logic,  this  report  is  indeed  worth 
reading. 


The  opponents  talk  about  States’ 
rights,  but  no  State  opposes  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill.  The  only  State  offi¬ 
cials  who  appeared  before  the  committee 
or  submitted  statements  are  in  support  of 
section  12. 

I  am  a  little  weary  of  the  dreary  repeti¬ 
tion  of  ancient  and  obsolete  arguments  in 
support  of  States  rights  which  are  being 
made  in  this  case,  with  the  knowledge 
that  many  a  State  legislature  will  not 
shake  off  the  control  of  the  billboard 
lobby  until  this  bill  is  passed  and  some 
inducement  is  offered  to  take  the  step 
which  the  overwhelming  majority  of  all 
the  people  of  every  State  would  like  to 
see,  and  that  is  to  preserve  the  scenic 
beauty  of  the  country  from  desecration 
by  the  billboard  lobby. 

Yesterday  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  stated  the  issue  in  this 
case  very  clearly  indeed,  to  my  mind.  In 
conclusion  I  should  like  to  paraphrase 
what  he  said. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CLARK.  May  I  have  one  addi¬ 
tional  minute? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Does  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  believe  that  the  American 
people  want  to  use  Federal  funds  to  help 
protect  the  scenery  through  which  the 
41,000  miles  of  the  Federal  Interstate 
System  is  to  be  constructed?  Or  do  we 
wish  to  stand  idly  by  while  the  billboard 
lobby  ruins  much  of  that  scenery  and 
collects  an  additional  enormous  unearned 
profit  from  the  windfall  presented  to  it 
by  the  taxpayers  when  the  Federal  high¬ 
way  program  was  organized? 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
help  those  States  that  earnestly  desire  to 
call  a  halt  to  the  further  spread  of  bill- 
boarditis  by  defeating  the  pending 
amendment.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
California  for  giving  me  the  time  to 
speak  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hoblitzell  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  California  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  How  much  time  is 
available  now  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  37  minutes 
remaining,  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  46  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  without  the 
time  being  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  section  of  the  bill 
which  contemplates  the  development  of 
a  program  under  which  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  will  be  protected  from 
the  deleterious  influence  of  advertising 
boards  and  other  devices  which  distract 
the  attention  of  the  motorist  while  trav¬ 
eling  on  the  highways. 

In  Ohio  we  built  a  241 -mile  turnpike. 
Ninety  percent  of  the  property  lying  con¬ 
tiguous  to  the  turnpike  has,  by  restric¬ 
tive  covenant,  been  prohibited  from 
being  used  for  advertising  purposes. 
This  morning  I  spoke  with  the  officials 
of  the  Turnpike  Commission.  I  asked 
them  what  difficulty  they  had  encoun¬ 
tered  in  acquiring  the  restrictive  cove¬ 
nants.  I  was  told  that  in  the  acquisition 
of  covenants  on  property  contiguous  to 
the  turnpike  against  use  for  billboard 
advertising,  90  percent  were  acquired 
with  practically  no  difficulty. 

The  statement  was  made  to  me  that 
inasmuch  as  the  turnpike  traversed  vir- 
gin  territory  and  billboards  had  not  al¬ 
ready  been  constructed,  to  buy  the 
needed  property  rights  created  no  un¬ 
reasonable  task. 

I  asked,  further,  whether  the  cost  en¬ 
tailed  in  buying  those  rights  was  great. 
I  was  surprised  to  learn  that  a  separate 
item  of  account  was  not  carried  show¬ 
ing  what  the  cost  was  to  buy  the  bill¬ 
board  rights.  I  asked  why  that  was  not 
done.  The  answer  was,  frankly,  that 
the  cost  was  so  negligible  that  a  sepa¬ 
rate  item  of  expense  for  the  acquisition 
of  those  restrictive  rights  was  not 
developed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  I  understand,  those 
easements  were  acquired  simultaneously 
with  the  acquisition  of  the  rights-of-way 
themselves,  and  from  the  same  property 
owners. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  State  of  Ohio  had 
deferred  such  acquisitions  until  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  highway  had  brought 
into  being  an  advertising  utility,  in 
which  interests  may  have  been  vested, 
would  not  the  cost,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator,  have  been  much  greater? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  that  event,  I  think 
the  cost  practically  would  have  become 
prohibitive.  If  these  rights  are  to  be 
acquired,  they  must  be  obtained  at  the 
time  the  land  is  bought  from  the  person 
through  whose  property  the  highway 
runs.  At  that  time  the  land  is  still  vir¬ 
gin  and  free  from  values  created  by  es-- 
tablished  billboards.  It  is  for  that  rea¬ 
son  that  I  believe  that  in  the  building 
of  the  Interstate  System,  which  it  is 
estimated  eventually  will  cost  $40  billion, 
the  billboard  problem  must  be  solved  at 
the  very  beginning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  5  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  asked  further  this 
morning,  for  information  as  to  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  Ohio  Turnpike  Commis- 


1958  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  4859 


sion  from  the  standpoint  of  public  ac¬ 
ceptance.  The  answer  was  that  on  no 
feature  of  that  public  service  did  the 
compliments  and  approval  exceed  that 
expressed  on  the  fact  that  the  motorist 
was  spared  the  plaguing  and  distracting 
sight  of  billboards. 

I  have  already  said  that  the  length  of 
the  Ohio  Turnpike  is  241  miles.  Along 
90  percent  of  it  there  is  not  a  billboard. 
The  traveler  who  uses  that  highway  ex¬ 
presses  gratitude  to  those  who  had  the 
vision  to  construct  a  highway  free  from 
the  distracting  billboards  which  today 
are  to  be  seen  upon  so  many  highways. 

I  have  listened  to  the  debates  about 
the  supposed  weaknesses  of  this  section 
of  agreement  that  the  State  governments 
will  take  these  property  rights  by  con¬ 
fiscation.  They  cannot  do  so.  The  Con¬ 
stitution  of  the  United  States  specifi¬ 
cally  provides  that  whenever  property 
rights  are  taken  by  condemnation,  there 
must  be  compensation  for  those  rights. 
I  need  not  relate  to  my  colleagues  that 
even  though  we  sought  to  do  so,  we  could 
not,  by  statutory  provision,  arrogate  or 
develop  rights  in  State  governments 
which  were  superior  to  or  tended  to  con¬ 
tradict  the  rights  of  citizens  provided  by 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  for  the 
vigor  which  they  displayed  in  promoting 
and  developing  this  section  of  the  bill. 
My  own  hopes  are  deep  that  it  will  be 
adopted.  The  longer  we  delay  the  great¬ 
er  will  be  the  cost.  The  longer  we  delay, 
the  more  probable  will  be  the  inability 
eventually  to  solve  the  problem.  The 
time  to  act  is  now.  If  the  bill  shall  be 
passed,  it  will,  in  my  judgment,  meet 
with  the  approval  of  the  motorists,  and 
will  save  us  from  increased  costs  when 
what  is  sought' to  be  done  now  will  have 
to  be  done  at  a  later  day,  as  I  think  will 
be  inevitable. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  Will  the  Senator  from 
California  yield  a  couple  of  extra  min¬ 
utes,  so  that  I  may  make  an  observation 
concerning  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio? 

Mi-.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  5  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
California. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  very  elo¬ 
quently  and  concisely  expressed  the 
views  which  I  hold  concerning  the  bill¬ 
board  issue.  I  compliment  him  upon  the 
splendid  presentation  of  his  views.  I 
associate  myself  completely  with  what 
he  has  said,  and  also  I  join  in  his  com¬ 
mendation  of  Senators,  particularly  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  who  have,  so  to  speak,  carried 
the  flag  in  the  committee  in  the  effort  to 
bring  about  billboard  prohibition. 

Like  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  I  come 
from  a  State  which  has  had  for  20  years 
a  parkway  without  a  billboard  on  it. 
That  parkway  has  been  a  matter  of 
pride  and  satisfaction  not  only  to  the 
people  of  my  State,  but  it  has  likewise 
been  equally  a  matter  of  satisfaction  and 
pleasure  to  the  hundreds  of  thousands 


of  people  who  have  traveled  through 
Connecticut,  which  is  the  gateway  to 
New  England.  One  could  not  get  the 
people  of  Connecticut  to  loosen  up  on  the 
billboard  prohibition  if  there  were  10 
referendums.  Every  one  of  them  would 
result  in  increasing  approval  of  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  billboards  on  that  beautiful 
parkway. 

One  has  only  to  drive  from  Washing¬ 
ton  to  Baltimore  to  see  the  effect  of  bill¬ 
board  prohibition  on  the  Baltimore- 
Washington  Expressway. 

Wherever  the  billboard  prohibition  has 
been  put  into  effect,  it  has  met  with  pub¬ 
lic  approval,  not  only  from  the  people 
within  the  State,  but  also  from  those  who 
come  from  without  the  State  and  travel 
over  the  highways. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  May  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  whether  by  legis¬ 
lation  those  rights  were  acquired  from 
the  property  owners? 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  was  20  years  ago.  I 
do  not  recall  the  details  which  were  in¬ 
volved  in  the  prohibition  against  bill¬ 
boards.  I  do  not  wish  to  go  into  that 
phase  of  the  question  now.  I  simply 
express  my  strong  approval  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple,  because  I  believe  the  bill  as  the 
committee  has  reported  it  will  afford  a 
large  measure  of  protection  against  the 
billboard  on  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem.  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  action  in  this  respect  will  be  sus¬ 
tained  when  the  amendment  comes  to  a 
vote. 

I  thank  the  Senator  fx-om  Ohio  for 
yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  another  minute? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  another  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  think  I  ought  to  say 
that  my  mail  has  been  overwhelmingly 
against  this  program.  But  obviously  it 
comes  from  those  who  have  a  financial 
interest  in  perpetuating  billboards  along 
the  highways.  The  mail  was  artificially 
generated.  A  sheaf  of  letters  of  the 
same  composition  and  on  the  same  type 
of  paper,  with  no  difference  except  the 
signatures,  came  to  my  office,  as  I  sup¬ 
pose  similar  letters  were  received  in  the 
office  of  every  other  Senator.  To  those 
who  have  written  the  letters,  I  feel  safe 
in  saying  that  when  this  program  shall 
have  been  put  into  effect,  the  benefits 
which  will  come  to  them  because  of  the 
increased  safety  factors  and  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  scenic  beauty  will  be  greater 
than  whatever  losses  they  might  tem¬ 
porarily  sustain  because  of  the  adoption 
of  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  I^yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  at  this  time  I 
may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
without  having  the  time  required  for  the 
quorum  call  charged  to  the  time  avail¬ 
able  to  either  side  under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quoi-um. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re¬ 
scinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Morton  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordei-ed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  I  Mr, 
Salto  nstallI. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  fi-om  Massachusetts  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  opposed  to  section  12  of  the  bill  in 
its  pi-esent  form  because  I  believe  it  may 
unjustly  deprive  Massachusetts  of  the 
incentive  payment  of  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent,  even  though  Massachusetts  has  a 
comprehensive,  satisfactory,  and  effec¬ 
tive  system  for  regulating  signs,  bill¬ 
boards,  and  advertising  devices  along  all 
the  highways  in  the  State. 

Congress  has  declared  the  Federal  in¬ 
terest  in  a  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways,  and  is  appropri¬ 
ating  great  sums  of  money  to  assist  the 
States  in  carrying  out  this  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  I  share  the  views  expressed  by 
the  majox-ity  of  our  Committee  on  Public 
Works  in  believing  that  there  is  a  proper 
Federal  interest  in  the  development  of 
roadside  areas,  as  well  as  of  the  highway 
itself.  I  believe,  too,  that  the  regulation 
of  the  use  of  roadside  areas  for  bill¬ 
boards,  signs,  and  other  advertising  de¬ 
vices,  as  well  as  for  restaurants,  gas  sta¬ 
tions,  and  other  facilities,  should  he 
principally  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  States. 

Massachusetts  has  long  been  in  the 
forefront  in  discharging  its  responsibil¬ 
ity  for  the  condition  of  highway  and 
adjacent  roadside  areas.  We  have  had 
for  37  years  statutes  pi-oviding  for  regu¬ 
lation  of  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  billboards,  signs,  and  other  advei-tis- 
irig  devices.  The  Massachusetts  regu¬ 
lations  have  been  effectively  adminis¬ 
tered  for  many  years,  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  public,  including  landowners, 
highway  users,  and  commercial  interests 
desiring  to  advertise  products  and  serv¬ 
ices. 

I  hope  laws  for  the  regulation  of  ad- 
vei'tising  along  public  highways  will  be 
passed  where  there  are  none  now.  I  am 
sympathetic  with  the  idea  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  should  help  in  this 
direction  by  creating  some  incentive  for 
States  to  do  so. 

Such  an  effort  is  attempted  by  section 
12  of  this  bill.  In  its  present  form,  I 
do  not  feel  that  I  can  support  this  par¬ 
ticular  effort,  sympathetic  as  I  am  to  its 
purpose.  The  provisions  of  section  12 
are  not  sufficiently  specific.  As  I  read 
them,  and  as  they  are  read  by  the  Out¬ 
door  Advertising  Board  of  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Department  of  Public  Woi’ks,  I 
believe  that  there  would  be  conflicts  with 
the  laws  and  regulations  which  Massa¬ 
chusetts  has  adopted  to  i-egulate  adver¬ 
tising  along  our  highways,  and  which 
have  been  administered  satisfactorily. 
In  some  ways  the  provisions  of  section  12 
may  be  more  restrictive  than  Massa- 
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chusetts  law,  and  in  some  ways  they  may 
be  less  restrictive. 

I  believe  that  comprehensive  and  satis¬ 
factory  State  regulations  should  be  held 
to  satisfy  the  Federal  interest  in  regu¬ 
lating  roadside  advertising,  so  that  a 
State  will  not  be  penalized  under,  but 
may  take  advantage  of,  any  cost  sharing, 
incentive  program  established  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

I  would  like  to  support  legislation 
which  would  provide  for  the  preservation 
of  the  beauty  of  the  natural  landscape 
along  our  Federal-aid  highways  and  for 
the  safety  of  such  highways,  but  I  can¬ 
not  conscientiously  support  section  12  as 
it  stands.  Accordingly,  I  strongly  urge 
that  whatever  form  of  Federal  standards 
Congress  adopts  for  the  control  of  road¬ 
side  advertising  along  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system  should  make  provision 
to  honor,  without  interference,  conflict, 
or  penalty,  any  comprehensive  program 
adopted  by  a  State  which  has  proven 
effective  and  satisfactory. 

For  the  reasons  which  I  have  briefly 
stated,  I  intend  to  vote  against  the  sec¬ 
tion,  unless  it  is  amended  to  read  very 
differently  from  the  way  it  now  stands. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  desire  to 
yield  any  time  to  a  Senator? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
no  information  that  any  other  Senator 
desires  now  to  avail  himself  of  time  in 
speaking  against  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  him¬ 
self  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  5  minutes  to  me  so  that 
I  may  propound  questions  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  As  I  understand  the 
language  of  the  provisions  of  section  12, 
all  that  is  necessary  for  it  to  become 
effective  is  the  signing  of  an  agreement 
between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
the  appropriate  highway  official  of  an 
individual  State.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  is  eminently  correct.  If  he  will 
turn  to  the  bottom  of  page  21  of  the  bill, 
line  25,  he  will  find  the  following  lan¬ 
guage: 

Agreements.  The  Secretary  of  Comiherce 
Is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
State  highway  departments  (including  such 
supplementary  agreements  as  may  he  nec¬ 
essary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy  set 
forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  Interstate  System  within  the 
State. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Assume  that  I  am  the 
highway  commissioner  of  my  State,  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
We  enter  into  an  agreement.  If,  as  the 
highway  commissioner  of  my  State,  al¬ 
though  I  have  all  good  intentions  of 
complying  with  the  agreement,  I  find  I 
cannot  do  so,  who  is  to  enforce  the 
agreement?  What  will  happen? 

Mr.  KERR.  If  I  understand  the  bill, 
it  places  the  regulatory  power  in  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  Some  propo¬ 
nents  of  section  12  say  that  it  places  the 
regulatory  power  in  the  State;  but  the 


reason  why  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
has  to  repudiate  that  contention  as  un¬ 
tenable  is  that  the  States  already  have 
regulatory  power.  They  do  not  need 
any  contract  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  give  them,  as  States,  power  to 
regulate  within  their  own  borders. 
They  now  have  that  power.  However, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  does  need 
permission  to  enable  him  to  become  ef¬ 
fective  in  the  matter  of  regulation.  So 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  com¬ 
pelled  to  the  conclusion  that  the  grant  of 
right  to  regulate  moves  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce. 

Mr.  POTTER.  And  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  has  no  police  powers  to  reg¬ 
ulate,  even  if  he  so  desires.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  KERR.  He  has  none  whatever. 

Mr.  POTTER.  It  seems  to  me  a  grave 
constitutional  question  could  be  raised 
as  to  whether,  by  an  agreement  entered 
into  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  an  official  of  a  State  government — 
in  this  case  it  would  be  the  highway 
commissioner — something  could  be  done 
which,  under  normal  procedure,  would 
be  a  proper  matter  for  legislation. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  question  raised  by 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  has  been  in 
the  mind  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma, 
namely,  how  can  it  be  thought  possible 
for  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  who  ad¬ 
mittedly  has  no  power,  to  make  a  con¬ 
tract  with  a  State  highway  department, 
which  admittedly  has  no  power  to  do 
so,  and  by  reason  of  that  contract  be  put 
into  a  position  whereby  acts  could  be 
done  which  neither  of  the  two  could 
properly  do? 

Mr.  POTTER.  If  the  Senator  will  al¬ 
low  me  to  propound  another  question,  I 
refer  to  page  21  of  the  bill,  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (4) ,  wherein  it  is  stated: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public.  . 

Let  us  assume  that  in  a  certain  State 
there  is  in  existence  legislation  permit¬ 
ting  the  erection  of  certain  signs  which 
may  be  of  a  larger  size  than  allowed  by 
subsection  (3). 

Mr.  KERR.  Which  is  500  square 
inches. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Yes.  Is  it  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  contention  that  the  language  con¬ 
tained  in  that  section  would  prohibit 
the  States  from  having  such  signs 
erected? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  is  compelled  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  provision  would  prohibit  the  erection 
of  the  signs.  If  the  Senatpr  will  read 
the  language,  he  will  see  on  line  6,  page 
21,  it  is  stated: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de¬ 
vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right- 
of-way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled 
way  of  aU  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  provide 
for: 

One  of  the  things  which  follows  is - 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

One  of  the  things  is: 

Signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

That  being  one  of  the  things  required, 
paragraph  (4)  must  be  read  in  the  light 
of  that  knowledge,  and  it  says: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section. 

One  of  the  standards  is  the  required 
limitation  that  the  signs  shall  not  be 
larger  than  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  raise  the  question, 
because  I  believe  in  the  debate  yesterday 
the  proponents  of  the  provision  claimed 
that  subsection  (4)  superseded  subsec¬ 
tion  (3),  imposing  a  limitation  of  500 
square  inches  on  the  size  of  signs.  The 
language  of  the  bill,  as  I  interpret  it,  is 
quite  to  the  contrary.  The  limitation 
seems  to  be  a  part  of  the  national  policy 
which  is  set  forth  in  the  section. 

Mr.  KERR.  Subsection  (4)  specifically 
says  that  the  authorization  by  the  States 
must  be  consistent  with  the  limitations, 
one  of  which  is  in  subsection  (3). 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  clarify  the  meaning  of 
subsection  (4)  to  conform  with  the 
state  interpretation  of  the  authors  of  the 
bill.  The  amendment  will  consist  of  the 
insertion  of  words  in  the  third  line,  so 
that  the  provision  will  read: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law,  regardless  of  size, 
and  designed  to  give  information  in  the 
specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

Then  there  will  be  no  doubt  about  the 
meaning  of  the  section. 

Mr.  POTTER.  That  language  would 
remove  the  limitation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  would  remove  the 
limitation  contained  in  the  original  sub¬ 
section.  _ 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  does  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  27  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin). 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  take  very  little  time. 

If  section  12  should  become  law  a  very 
damaging  precedent,  adversely  affecting 
the  States,  might  be  established.  A 
great  number  of  my  dearest  and  closest 
political  friends  in  Pennsylvania  have 
asked  me  to  support  highway  legislation. 
I  have  not  had  any  communications 
from  those  who  favor  billboard  regula¬ 
tion  along  the  Interstate  Highway 
System. 
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I  am  a  strong  believer  in  the  Interstate 
Hightway  System.  I  presume  that  my 
great  interest  in  it  arose  because  of  my 
military  operations  with  troops.  I  took 
1  assignment  of  16,000  troops  1,600  miles 
overland,  and  that  convinced  me  that 
what  we  need  in  our  Nation  is  a  system 
of  interstate  and  defense  highways. 

When  it  comes  to  the  police  side  of  the 
matter,  Mr.  President,  I  think  that  is  en¬ 
tirely  a  State  function.  Many  States 
have  already  enacted  laws  regulating 
billboard  advertising  along  the  interstate 
highways  and  other  highways.  In  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  we  do 
not  have  any  signs  along  the  original 
Pennsylvania  Turnpike,  and  that  situa¬ 
tion  has  been  entirely  satisfactory. 
However,  I  think  such  regulation  is  a 
matter  for  Pennsylvania,  and  not  for  the 
Federal  Government. 

To  follow  the  proper  course  it  will  be 
necessary  to  use  police  power  to  some 
extent.  I  do  not  want  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to.  invade  Pennsylvania  by  the 
use  of  police  power  so  far  as  the  pro¬ 
jected  roads  are  concerned.  I  think  that 
would  be  a  bad  precedent. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  am 
opposing  the  billboard  regulation  section 
of  the  highway  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  '  an  addi¬ 
tional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  we  are  considering  an  emer¬ 
gency  highway  bill.  The  purpose  of  the 
bill  is  to  help  take  care  of  unemployment 
in  the  Nation.  It  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  anything  should  be  put  in  the  bill 
which  does  not  refer  to  the  construction 
of  roads.  To  my  mind,  that  is  another 
reason  for  opposing  the  billboard  regu¬ 
lation  provision. 

Mr.  President,  even  if  we  were  con¬ 
sidering  arP  original  bill  for  highway 
construction,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  approved  in  1956, 
I  would  have  to  oppose  the  billboard 
regulatory  provision,  because  I  think  all 
the  police  power  belongs  to  the  various 
States.  I  hope  that  portion  of  the  bill 
will  be  stricken. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  21  minutes 
remaining.  The  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  has  29  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understood  the  Senator 
from  California  desired  to  take  addi¬ 
tional  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  cur¬ 
rent  time,  which  is  running,  is  being 
charged  equally  to  each  side. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  without 
the  time  being  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  California,  and 
I  assure  him  that  I  will  not  presume  to 
use  the  entire  5  minutes  he  has  so  gen¬ 
erously  allotted  to  me. 

I  am  certain  that  this  issue  has  been 
fully  discussed.  I  believe  that  most 
Members  of  the  Senate  know  how  they 
expect  to  vote  on  the  question  of  whether 
or  not  to  retain,  in  the  new  highway  bill, 
the  provision  sponsored  jointly  by  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
and  myself,  to  provide  for  cooperative 
agreements  with  the  States  to  regulate 
signboards. 

Before  a  vote  is  taken,  I  should  like 
to  pose  a  question  to  each  Member  of 
the  Senate.  The  question  is  this:  How 
does  he  think  his  own  constituents,  aside 
from  those  engaged  in  the  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  business,  feel  on  the  issue  upon 
which  the  Senate  is  about  to  vote? 

Consider  the  population  of  the  State 
which  any  Senator  happens  to  represent, 
whether  it  be  California,  Illinois,  Flor¬ 
ida,  Oregon,  or  any  of  the  other  great 
States  of  the  Union.  What  does  that 
Senator  think  is  the  prevailing  opinion 
of  the  men  and  women  of  the  States  who 
will  travel  along  the  41,000  miles  of  in¬ 
terstate  highways,  and  whose  taxes  will 
pay  for  the  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  such  roads? 

If  ever  there  has  been  an  issue  before 
the  Senate  on  which  the  division  in  pub¬ 
lic  opinion  was  very  clear,  I  think  it  is 
this  question. 

I  do  not  pose  as  a  prophet,  because  it 
is  said  that  only  the  seventh  son  of  a 
seventh  son  can  prophesy.  But  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  the  people  of  the  country,  who  are 
also  the  motorists  of  the  country,  favor 
very  strongly  and  emphatically  this  pro¬ 
posal  to  provide  for  cooperation  with 
the  States  in  regulating  signboards  and 
billboards  along  the  interstate  highways 
of  the  Nation. 

I  predict  that  if  the  Senate  today 
votes  to  retain  this  provision  in  the  bill, 
and  then  passes  the  bill — as  I  am  cer¬ 
tain  the  Senate  will  do — all  over  the 
country,  in  all  48  States,  people  who 
value  the  magnificent  countryside  will 
rejoice  in  what  the  Senate  does. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  California 
for  yielding  me  time  for  this  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland]  or  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr]  desire  to  yield  addi¬ 
tional  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  is  willing  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time,  if  the 
Senator  from  California  is  willing  to  do 
likewise. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Morton  in  the  chair).  All  remaining 
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time  for  debate  on  the  Kerr  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  yielded  back. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  call  up  my  perfect¬ 
ing  amendment,  identified  as  3-25-58-B. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  22, 
at  the  end  of  line  24,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  a  colon,  and  then  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

Provided,  however,  That  any  such  segment 
excluded  from  the  application  of  such 
standards  shall  not  be  considered  in  com¬ 
puting  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  pay¬ 
able  on  account  thereof. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  30  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  hope 
it  will  not  be  necessary  to  use  30  minutes 
in  discussing  the  amendment.  So  far  as 
I  know,  there  is  no  objection  to  it.  It  is 
intended  as  a  clarifying  amendment,  to 
make  sure  that  if  a  portion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  excluded  by  the  agree¬ 
ment  referred  to  in  the  language  on  page 
22  of  the  bill,  the  portion  so  excluded 
from  the  application  of  the  standards 
should  not  be  eligible  to  earn  an  addi¬ 
tional  one-half  percent  of  credit  in  the 
payment  of  the  cost  of  the  Interstate 
System.  Certainly  I  do  not  believe  that 
anyone  wishes  to  pay  a  bonus  for  the 
segment  which  is  excluded  from  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  standards. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the 
amendment  merely  states  what  is  the 
reasonable  interpretation  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  now  before  the  Senate.  I  regard 
the  amendment  as  unnecessary,  but  I  see 
no  harm  flowing  from  it,  because  it  but 
specifies  the  intent  and  the  meaning  of 
the  provisions.  Since  doubt  has  been 
expressed  by  feome — although  I  do  not 
share  it — I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  desire  to  speak 
on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa.  How  much  times  does  he  wish  to 
have  yielded  to  him? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  use. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  have  I 
been  recognized? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  has  been  trying  to  digest  the  clari¬ 
fying  amendment. 
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I  must  say  that  I  have  trouble  under¬ 
standing  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  that  all  the  amendment 
does  is  to  put  in  the  bill  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  authors  of  the  bill  when 
it  was  before  the  committee.  That  may 
well  be  the  case.  However,  inasmuch  as 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  not  able 
to  fully  understand  what  the  amendment 
does,  he  is  having  a  little  difficulty  in  de¬ 
ciding  whether  the  reference  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  was  to  the  meaning 
in  his  mind  or  in  the  minds  of  the 
authors  of  the  amendment,  and  he  would 
therefore  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  just  what  the  amendment 
proposes  to  do. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield  to  me,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yester¬ 
day,  during  the  discussion  of  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  language  relating  to  the  agree¬ 
ments  referred  to  in  the  bill,  particularly 
that  portion  of  the  bill  providing  for  the 
exclusion  of  certain  segments  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  which  traverse  incorpo¬ 
rated  municipalities,  one  Senator 
brought  out  the  fact  that  in  his  State  a 
great  deal  of  the  Interstate  System 
would  pass  through  municipalities, 
which  were  subject  to  local  regulation. 
If  they  are  subject  to  local  regulation, 
and  they  are  excluded  from  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  standards  herein  pro¬ 
posed — 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
standards  of  highway  construction  or 
standards  for  the  regulation  of  bill¬ 
boards? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Stand¬ 
ards  for  the  regulation  of  billboards. 
The  amendment  is  tied  specifically  to 
the  sentence  which  deals  with  standards 
for  billboards. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understand.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  does  not  believe 
that  the  addition  of  the  amendment 
would  change  the  discretionary  power 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  in¬ 
clude  or  exclude,  but  would  merely  pro¬ 
vide  that,  in  the  event  of  an  exclusion, 
the  area  so  excluded  would  not  be 
counted  or  be  effective  with  respect  to 
what  the  State  would  receive  under  the 
5  percent  provision  or  the  one-half  of 
1  percent  provision.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  The  best  answer,  perhaps,  is  to 
read  the  language.  It  ties  right  on  to 
the  sentence  which  deals  with  the  exclu¬ 
sion  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  by 
adding  the  words: 

Provided,  however,  That  any  such  segment 
excluded  from  the  application  of  such  stand¬ 
ards  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing 
the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  thereof. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  amendment,  in  the  light 
of  that  explanation.  I  am  impressed 
with  two  things,  however.  First,  it 
shows  the  general  inadvisability  of  the 
entire  composition  of  section  12  being 
added  to  the  emergency  highway  bill. 
This  is  but  another  bit  of  the  mass  of 
accumulated  evidence  showing  that  sec¬ 
tion  12  is  in  great  need  of  additional 
language  to  make  it  conform  even  to  the 
ideas  of  the  sponsors. 


The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  feels  that 
this  illustrates  the  worthiness  of  the 
amendment  which  he  and  others  are 
sponsoring,  to  strike  section  12  from  the 
bill,  the  effect  of  which  would  be  to  per¬ 
mit  us  to  go  along  with  an  emergency 
highway  construction  program  and  leave 
billboard  regulatory  legislation  to  come 
up  in  a  separate  bill  after  members  of 
the  committee  and  sponsors  of  the  bill 
have  had  the  time  which  it  is  more  and 
more  evident  will  be  needed  in  order  to 
get  either  understandable  language  or 
language  which  the  sponsors  themselves 
desire  to  have  in  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wel¬ 
come  the  support  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  as  a  constructive  legislator, 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  know  of  no  opposition  to 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota.  I  should  like  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  to  lines  4,  5,  6,  and  7  on 
page  23  of  the  bill,  which  read: 

The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  within 
that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized 
under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this 
act,  to  which  the  national  policy  and  the 
agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  1  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof. 

As  the  able  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  has  said,  one  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  raised  some  question  about  the  mat¬ 
ter.  The  amendment  he  proposes  will 
set  at  rest  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  language. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back 
the  remainder  of  my  time,  and  ask  for 
a  vote. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  back  the  time  remaining  to 
this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  on  the  amendment  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case!. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  identified  as  "3-21- 
58-B.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  21, 
line  11,  after  the  words  “Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem’’  it  is  proposed  to  insert:  "con¬ 
structed  upon  any  part  of  right-of-way, 
the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired 
subsequent  to  July  1,  1956.” 

On  page  22,  line  23,  change  the  com¬ 
ma  to  a  period  and  strike  out  all  after 
the  period  down  to  and  including  the 
period  in  line  24. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  This  is  a  very  simple 
amendment.  It  can  be  very  quickly  ex¬ 
plained,  and  I  doubt  that  much  time 
need  be  taken  for  its  consideration. 

The  amendment  would  limit  the  re¬ 
striction  and  the  regulation  of  advertis¬ 
ing  on  the  Interstate  System  to  those 
parts  of  the  Interstate  System  of  High¬ 
ways  which  are  completely  new. 


Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  again 
state  the  number  of  the  amendment 
which  he  has  called  up? 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  is  designated  "3-21- 
58-B.” 

The  bill  in  its  present  form  provides 
that  the  restrictions  shall  apply  to  those 
portions  of  the  Interstate  System  which 
are  completely  new  highways,  or  as  to 
which  any  part  of  the  right-of-way  has 
been  acquired  since  July  1,  1956. 

If  the  amendment  shall  be  adopted, 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  will  apply  only 
to  new,  virgin  interstate  highways  which 
are  constructed  where  no  highways  ex¬ 
isted  previously.  These  are  the  reasons 
for  the  amendment. 

First,  a  person  who  had  been  adver¬ 
tising  on  any  highway  before  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  started  would  not  be  de¬ 
prived  of  his  present  privileges.  We 
would  avoid  all  the  distress,  entangle¬ 
ments,  difficulties,  and  complications 
which  would  be  entailed  by  requiring  the 
tearing  down  of  the  present  advertising. 

A  person  who  was  operating  a  motor 
court  or  a  gasoline  station,  or  who  had 
any  other  form  of  business  being  adver¬ 
tised  on  presently  existing  highways, 
would  not  be  affected  by  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  would  apply  only  to 
those  parts  of  the  new  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  which  were  entirely  new  and  were 
located  where  no  highways  existed 
before. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  has  just  said 
that  his  amendment  would  limit  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  this  section  to  the  segments 
of  the  new  Interstate  System  which 
would  be  located  in  entirely  new  areas; 
in  other  words,  in  areas  and  on  ground 
not  now  a  part  of  a  highway. 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  clarify  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
I  understand  it  proposes  to  strike  out,  on 
the  bottom  of  page  22,  lines  23  and  24, 
the  words  "or  which  are  built  on  rights- 
of-way  wholly  acquired  before  July  1, 
1956.” 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Before  discussing  the 
amendment  which  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  proposes,  let  me  ask. 
Is  it  not  true  that  the  words  at  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  page  22  which  the  Senator  pro¬ 
poses  to  strike  out  by  his  amendment 
relate  to  the  discretion  granted  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  reaching 
agreements  with  the  States  to  exclude 
from  the  agreements  those  segments  of 
the  Interstate  Highway  on  which  the 
rights-of-way  were  wholly  acquired  be¬ 
fore  July  1, 1956? 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Then  the  Senator  pro¬ 
poses  to  insert,  does  he  not,  on  page  21, 
line  11,  after  the  word  "System”,  the 
words  "constructed  upon  any  part  of 
right-of-way,  the  entire  width  of  which 
is  acquired  subsequent  to  July  1,  1956.” 

Mr.  COTTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  has  said 
that  this  language  would  limit  the  ap- 
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plication  of  this  section  to  those  parts 
of  the  Interstate  System  which  will  be 
located  in  entirely  new  areas.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  that  will  constitute  about 
75  percent  of  the  system. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  do  not  quite  agree 
with  that  statement.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  about  72  percent  of  the 
system  includes  areas  where  there  have 
been  highways,  but  where  new  rights-of- 
way  have  been  added  to  widen  the  roads 
so  as  to  bring  them  into  the  Interstate 
System.  So  the  figure  would  be  some¬ 
what  less  than  75  percent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  has  expired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  myself  5  more 
minutes. 

Seventy-five  percent  of  the  system 
would  be  affected  if  the  amendment 
were  adopted.  If  the  amendment  should 
be  adopted,  let  there  be  no  misunder¬ 
standing,  those  portions  of  the  inter¬ 
state  highway  located  upon  existing 
rights-of-way,  but  on  which  the  roads 
have  been  widened,  where  the  rights- 
of-way  have  not  wholly  been  acquired, 
but  a  part  of  them  has  been  acquired, 
would  not  be  subject  to  this  provision 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  question  I  wish  to 
raise  is  whether  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  has  taken  into  consideration 
the  extent  to  which  his  amendment 
would  apply  to  a  highway  passing 
through  a  municipality,  although  it  is 
not  located  on  a  Federal  highway  right- 
of-way,  but  traverses  a  street. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment,  it 
is  so  restrictive  that  it  would  exclude  the 
operation  of  the  section  proposing  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  regulation  of  outdoor  ad¬ 
vertising  on  the  Interstate  System  to 
the  extent  that,  if  as  much  as  1  foot  of 
an  entire  project  had  previously  been 
a  right-of-way  for  a  street  or  a  road, 
county,  State,  or  Federal,  the  provision 
could  not  operate.  Am  I  misinterpreting 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  COTTON.  No ;  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  exactly  correct.  I 
shall  be  glad,  after  he  has  completed  his 
statement,  to  give  my  reasons  for 
framing  the  amendment  as  it  reads. 
But  I  think  the  Senator  is  perfectly  cor¬ 
rect.  I  think  it  would  except  from  the 
billboard  provision  any  part  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  highway  that  follows  the  course 
of  a  road  which  previously  existed,  no 
matter  how  small  that  road  might  be. 
It  would  also  except  from  the  provision 
highways  which  had  only  been  widened 
somewhat. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  myself  5  more 
minutes,  because  I  want  to  go  into  this 
subject  carefully. 

In  some  States,  including  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  toll  highways  already  built  and  in 
operation  before  the  passage  of  the  1956 
act  have  been  taken  over.  In  most  of  the 
States,  the  policy  concerning  those  high¬ 
ways  has  been  determined.  Some  States 
control  advertising;  others,  I  believe,  do 
not.  But  on  the  highways  taken  over, 
the  amendment  would  not  attempt  to 
impose  a  new  system  or  attempt  to 
change  the  existing  condition.  On  the 
parts  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System 
which  follow  State  roads,  and  which 


previously  existed,  where  people  already 
have  their  establishments  and  their  ad¬ 
vertising,  the  billboard  provision  would 
not  take  effect. 

While  I  was  unable  to  determine  from 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  exactly  the 
proportion  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  would  be  affected  if  the  bill  be 
passed,  it  would  not  be  72  or  75  percent; 
it  would  be  less  than  that.  An  educated 
guess  is  that  65  percent  of  the  Interstate 
System  would  still  be  covered.  Certainly 
it  would  cover  the  portions  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  which  traverse  rural  areas 
and  are  completely  new.  It  is  also  true 
that  it  might  leave,  to  be  operated  on  by 
the  statute,  certain  parts  of  new  high¬ 
ways  within  municipalities.  But  they 
would  still  have  operative  upon  them  the 
restrictions  already  in  the  bill. 

I  call  attention  to  four  prime  reasons 
for  the  amendment. 

First,  it  would  not  necessitate  destruc¬ 
tion  of  already  existing  advertising. 

Second,  it  would  provide  an  opportu¬ 
nity,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  to 
control  advertising  where  it  is  most  nec¬ 
essary  that  it  be  controlled,  namely, 
where  the  Federal  Government  has  in¬ 
vested  many  millions  of  dollars  in  build¬ 
ing  new  highways. 

Third,  it  would  reduce  the  cost  of  op¬ 
eration  of  the  act,  because  it  would 
reduce  the  number  of  miles  of  highway 
covered;  and  it  also  would  restrict  the 
application  of  the  act  more  to  the  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Interstate  System  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  which  the  cost  of  obtaining 
the  advertising  rights  would  be  less. 

Fourth,  it  carries  this  principle,  which 
I  submit  is  a  very  vital  one:  It  would 
make  the  bill  applicable,  in  general,  only 
to  the  parts  of  the  Interstate  Highway 
System  where  the  advertising  values 
would  be  created  entirely  by  the  building 
of  the  highway  system,  and  where  there 
were  no  advertising  values  before. 
Therefore,  if  the  new  highway  were  built 
where  no  highway  had  existed  before, 
the  owners  of  the  abutting  land  would 
not  have  any  valuable  advertising  rights 
until  the  Federal  Government  had  paid 
90  percent  and  the  State  had  paid  10 
percent  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the 
highway  which,  when  put  into  use,  would 
create  the  advertising  rights. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  assert  that  this 
amendment  will  make  the  operations  of 
the  act  much  simpler.  It  will  minimize 
the  possible  hardships  which  could  be 
created.  It  will  be  less  costly.  It  will 
be  in  keeping  with  the  principle  we  really 
wish  to  have  applied,  so  the  new  nation¬ 
wide  system  of  interstate  highways  will 
be  controlled.  Furthermore,  I  believe  the 
amendment  will  strengthen  the  bill  and 
will  make  it  more  readily  administered. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Neuberger],  who  has  been  on  his  feet  for 
some  time.  Thereafter  I  shall  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  be  incorrect,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
this  amendment  would  create  in  the 
billboard  amendment  a  loophole  so  big 
that  it  would  almost  be  large  enough 
for  a  diesel  locomotive  to  be  driven 
through  it. 


I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  several  questions,  if  I 
may.  , 

In  the  crowded  industrial,  metropoli¬ 
tan  States  of  the  East,  is  it  really  pos¬ 
sible  to  obtain  a  new  highway  right-of- 
way  without  locating  it  in  many  in¬ 
stances  on  previously  existing  country 
roads  or  lanes  or  other  roads? 

I  agree  that  in  some  of  the  great, 
wide-open  spaces  of  the  Far  West — such 
as  Wyoming,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  many 
parts  of  California — it  would  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  build  a  road  across  the  country¬ 
side  where  no  right-of-way  had  pre¬ 
viously  existed.  Certainly  that  would  be 
possible  in  remote  or  primitive  areas. 

But  in  the  great  industrial  States  of 
the  eastern  seaboard,  which  are  criss¬ 
crossed  with  county  lanes,  country  roads, 
and  other  roads  of  various  kinds,  would 
not  the  amendment  virtually  remove 
those  States  from  the  application  of  the 
act? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  do  not  think  so,  and 
I  do  not  think  the  apprehensions  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  are  very  well  justi¬ 
fied. 

It  is  true  that  in  the  very  thickly  set¬ 
tled  areas  of  the  Eastern  States,  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  might  well  follow,  very 
largely,  previously  existing  highways. 
But  that  portion  of  the  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System  would,  as  a  matter  of  policy, 
be  excluded  from  the  application  of  the 
provisions  the  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
supporting. 

I  live  in  an  eastern  State,  part  of  which 
is  fairly  heavily  populated.  I  find  that  a 
large  portion  of  the  Interstate  System  in 
my  State  runs  through  new  territory.  I 
also  find  that  in  many  of  the  Eastern 
States,  if  the  Interstate  System  were  con¬ 
structed  on  presently  existing  roads,  the 
Interstate  System  would  be  so  crooked 
that  a  snake  could  not  follow  it,  because 
the  existing  roads  are  extremely  winding. 

It  is  true  that  in  the  environs  of  Bos¬ 
ton,  Springfield,  New  Haven,  Newark, 
and  other  great  cities - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
has  yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  more  minutes. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  as  I  was 
saying,  it  is  true  that  as  regards  the  en¬ 
virons  of  various  large  cities,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  may  be  correct. 

But  it  is  not  my  understanding — and 
I  have  supported  the  billboard  amend¬ 
ment  from  the  very  start — that  it  is  the 
proclaimed  purpose  of  those  who  sup¬ 
port  this  provision  to  try  to  control  ad¬ 
vertising  in  the  industrial  areas,  because 
the  industrial  areas  are  to  be  specifically 
excluded  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
may  be  incorrect  in  my  understanding 
of  this  matter,  and  I  have  not  consulted 
either  the  able  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Kuchel]  or  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  about  it.  How¬ 
ever,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  amendment 
could  create  a  major  breach  in  the  reg¬ 
ulation  here  proposed. 
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Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  must 
interrupt  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for  a 
moment,  to  inquire  about  the  time  situa¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  mo¬ 
ment  ago  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  yielded  to  himself  an  additional 
3  minutes.  When  they  have  expired, 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  will 
have  used  18  minutes,  and  he  then  will 
have  12  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
again,  but  briefly,  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  case  of  a  portion  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  which  happened  to  fall 
on  an  existing  country  lane  or  road, 
there  could  be  advertising,  whereas  if 
in  a  nearby  section  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  did  not  follow  an  existing  road, 
there  could  not  be  any  advertising  at 
all.  Would  not  that  lead  to  a  perfectly 
absurd  situation? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  doubt  that  there 
would  be  many  serious  problems  of  that 
kind.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the  States  will  not  be  compelled  to  con¬ 
trol  advertising,  and  it  is  very  unlikely 
that  either  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  or  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
would  think  it  worthwhile  to  control 
advertising  on  a  small  section  of  a  road, 
when  there  already  was  advertising  on 
each  side  of  it. 

I  believe  the  amendment  would  re¬ 
sult  in  having  advertising  controlled 
along  the  portions  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  in  the  scenic  areas  of  the  country — 
which,  as  I  understand,  is  the  purpose 
we  have  in  mind. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  yield  briefly  to  me? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is 
much  to  be  said  for  the  amendment 
which  has  been  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire.  In  dealing  with 
old  rights-of-way,  where  there  already 
are  billboards,  certainly  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  has  much  to  commend  it. 
It  avoids  the  charge  of  retroactivity  and 
the  charge  that  we  would  be  seeking  to 
confiscate  advertising  rights  already 
established.  The  amendment  would  re¬ 
duce  the  probable  cost  of  operation  of 
the  bill,  I  may  say,  because  the  adver¬ 
tising  rights  along  a  new  highway  and  a 
new  right-of-way  would  not  be  regarded 
as  being  as  valuable  as  those  along  a 
highway  where  the  right  had  long  been 
recognized  and  where  the  advertising 
was  already  in  existence. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  would  be  no 
harm  at  all  in  accepting  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  taking  it  to  conference.  If,  in 
the  deliberations  which  always  occur  in 
a  conference  committee,  the  instances 
cited  by  representatives  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  or  by  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House  or  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  were 
sufficient  to  indicate  that  a  further 
modification  should  be  made,  or  that 


there  should  be  included  a  provision  for 
the  application  of  a  new  policy  with  re¬ 
spect  to  existing  roads,  certainly  that 
could  be  worked  out  in  the  conference. 

However,  it  seems  to  me  that  at  this 
stage  of  the  proceeding  it  is  highly  de¬ 
sirable  to  accept  the  amendment  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
proposed. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes;  if 
I  may  do  so. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  has  much  merit  in  its  prac¬ 
tical  application.  We  have  a  toll  road 
in  Kansas  two-thirds  or  three-fourths 
of  which  has  been  taken  over  as  a  part 
of  the  Interstate  System.  On  some  por¬ 
tions  there  are  billboards.  The  highway 
right-of-way  was  secured  before  1956. 
If  the  proposed  legislation  shall  be  en¬ 
acted  without  the  Cotton  amendment, 
the  billboards  on  two-thirds  or  three- 
fourths  of  the  highway  will  have  to  be 
removed.  It  seems  to  me  the  proposal 
has  much  merit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
9  minutes  remaining.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  30  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  would  rather  reserve 
a  little  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mi-.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
and  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Can  the  Senator  imagine 
a  20-mile  project  being  found  within  the 
Interstate  Highway  System  in  his  State, 
or  in  any  State  adjoining  his  State, 
which  would  not  at  some  point  within 
the  20  miles  traverse,  or  at  least  encom¬ 
pass,  at  least  1  foot  of  a  lane,  a  coun¬ 
try  road,  a  highway,  a  street,  or  some 
form  of  thoroughfare  the  right  of  which 
was  publicly  owned? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  shall  answer  that 
frank  question  with  equal  candor.  The 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  cannot 
imagine  in  his  State  20  miles  of  a  high¬ 
way  on  the  Interstate  System  where  that 
would  not  be  true.  It  might  not  be  true 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  State,  but, 
by  and  large,  in  the  southern  part  of  his 
States  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
cannot  imagine  20  miles  of  an  interstate 
highway  which  would  not  at  some  point 
cross  or  run  for  a  distance  on  another 
highway. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
would  like  to  respond  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  by  saying  it  is  not  the 
understanding  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  that  it  is  the  intention  of 
the  proponents  of  the  bill  to  put  a  ban 
on  advertising.  It  is  the  understanding 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
that  the  purpose  is  to  put  reasonable 
controls  and  limitations  on  advertising, 
with  emphasis  on  a  restriction  of  adver¬ 
tising  on  new  parts  of  highways  to  be 
built  throughout  the  country.  What 
would  be  the  harm  or  serious  danger  if 
for  5  miles,  or  3  miles,  or  even  8  miles, 
of  a  20 -mile  stretch  an  interstate  high¬ 


way  in  the  State  of  New  Hampshire,  for 
example,  should  run  along  a  present 
highway,  and  the  present  signs  should 
remain?  The  new  part  of  the  road  would 
be  in  virgin  territory,  and  should  be  clean 
as  a  whistle,  and  should  be  regulated. 
What  is  the  harm  in  that?  We  are  mak¬ 
ing  a  great  deal  of  it,  are  we  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  Frankly,  since  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  asked  me,  I  think  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment  he  proposes  would 
nullify  the  entire  provision,  except  per¬ 
haps  in  the  Western  States,  where  proj¬ 
ects  would  be  located  which  would  not 
encompass  any  part  of  any  right-of-way 
of  any  kind  of  thoroughfare  whatsoever. 
I  cannot  imagine  that  the  Senator  could 
find  a  10-mile  stretch  in  any  eastern 
State,  unless  it  be  in  the  northern  woods 
of  Maine,  to  which,  perhaps  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  System  will  not  extend, 
which  would  not  cross  or  encompass  at 
least  one  foot  of  a  public  right-of-way. 
In  that  event  the  Senator  has  just  stated 
his  amendment  would  exclude  most  of 
his  own  State. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Oh,  no,  I  have  not  said 
that.  The  Senator  misunderstood  me. 
I  would  be  very  glad  to  invite  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  to  my  State  and 
show  him  where  the  major  portion  of 
the  highways  of  the  Interstate  System 
would  be  built.  The  major  portion  would 
be  covered  by  the  pending  bill.  I  do  not 
think  there  would  be  any  ruination  re¬ 
sulting  if  occasionally  an  interstate  road 
followed  along,  for  a  time,  a  State  high¬ 
way  where  signs  already  existed.  I  do 
not  agree  with  the  Senator  that  it  would 
defeat  the  purpose  of  the  provision. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  an  additional  5 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  is  recognized 
for  an  additional  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
further,  so  that  we  may  clarify  the  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Certainly. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  entering  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  a  State  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  the  agreement  would  apply 
to  projects  or  segments  of  a  highway. 
Is  that  true? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  think  there  is  one 
element  of  sharp  misunderstanding  on 
the  part  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
which  has  just  come  to  my  mind.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  take  the 
position  that  if  Road  A  crosses  an  in¬ 
terstate  highway  at  a  point,  or  even 
crosses  it  diagonally,  so  that  it  runs 
along  it  for  200  or  300  yards,  and  half 
a  mile  thereafter  Road  B  crosses  the 
Interstate  System,  or  runs  along  with 
it  for  200  or  300  yards,  advertising  would 
be  permitted  between  those  crossings  if 
my  amendment  were  adopted? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  would  not  have  to  be 
for  200  or  300  yards;  it  could  be  for  only 
1  foot.  Let  me  read  a  sentence  of  the 
bill  as  it  would  be  if  the  Senator’s 
amendment  were  adopted.  I  read  be¬ 
ginning  on  line  6,  on  page  21,  of  the  bill: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  pol¬ 
icy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de- 
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vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right- 
of-way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled 
way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem — 

Now  reading  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment — . 

constructed  upon  any  part  of  right-of-way, 
the  entire  width  of  which  js  acquired  sub¬ 
sequent  to  July  1,  1956. 

Reading  that  language  in  its  entirety, 
it  seems  to  me  the  conclusion  is  inescap¬ 
able  that  it  is  required  that  the  entire 
width  be  acquired  subsequent  to  July  1, 
1956,  to  make  it  subject  to  this  regula¬ 
tion;  but  if  the  State  owned  1  foot,  1 
mile,  1  yard,  of  the  right-of-way  before 
July  1,  1956,  then  the  project  could  not 
be  subject  to  this  regulation. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  Senator  is  com¬ 
pletely  missing  my  point.  He  has  read 
at  some  length,  when  the  time  for  dis¬ 
cussion  is  limited,  the  wording  of  my 
amendment,  with  which  I  am  thoroughly 
familiar.  If  a  road  is  built  along  an 
existing  highway,  then  it  is  true  that 
even  if  it  overlaps  only  1  foot  or  2  feet 
the  display  of  signs  is  not  to  be  con¬ 
trolled,  under  my  amendment.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  talks  about  intersecting  highways. 
Highways  could  not  be  built  in  the  States, 
evcept  in  the  great  West,  where  there 
would  not  be  crossing  or  bisecting  of 
other  highways.  If  a  road  crossed  a 
highway,  for  just  a  few  feet,  it  would 
be  exempt  from  control. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  other  words,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  interprets  his  amendment  to  mean 
that  if  there  is  a  20-mile  segment  of  a 
highway,  and  a  half  mile  here  and  a  half 
mile  there  is  on  a  right-of-way  previ¬ 
ously  owned,  control  can  be  exercised 
with  respect  to  all  segments  of  that 
section  except  the  half  mile  here  and  the 
half  mile  there? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  certainly  do.  Under 
the  Cotton  amendment,  all  portions  of 
the  Interstate  System  constructed  as  en¬ 
tirely  new  highway  would  be  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  section.  I  do  not 
see  how  anyone  could  possibly  read 
anything  else  into  the  language. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  dan¬ 
gerous  area,  the  area  in  which  it  is  most 
desirable  and  necessary  to  obtain  regu¬ 
lation,  is  the  area  of  turnoffs  and  inter¬ 
sections.  If  the  Interstate  System  is 
constructed  across  a  State  highway, 
where  there  is  to  be  a  cloverleaf  inter¬ 
connecting  with  an  existing  highway, 
then  would  it  not  be  true  that  the  entire 
area  of  the  intersection  would  be  exclud¬ 
ed  from  regulation,  for  the  reason  that 
the  right-of-way  for  the  existing  road 
was  owned  before  July  1,  1956? 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  is  quite  possibly 
true  that  the  portion  of  the  highway 
which  actually  crossed  the  other  right- 
of-way  would  not  be  covered  if  the 
amendment  were  adopted. 

Let  me  remind  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment,  boiled  down  to 
the  least  common  denominator  and 
phrased  in  plain  English,  is  that  every 
new  portion  of  the  interstate  highway 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 


bill,  and  that  all  the  old  highway, 
whether  it  be  the  entire  width  or  not, 
where  rights  already  have  been  created 
and  signs  are  existing,  shall  remain  un¬ 
affected.  That  is  the  commonsense  ap¬ 
proach.  Actually,  I  could  take  the  Sen¬ 
ator  to  the  State  of  New  Hampshire  and 
to  many  other  eastern  seaboard  States 
and  show  him  miles  and  miles  of  the 
proposed  Interstate  System  which  would 
fall  under  the  control  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me?  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  20  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  5  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  vote  down  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Let  me  see  if  I  can  state  the  proposi¬ 
tion  in  understandable  English.  Sup¬ 
pose  there  are  three  segments  of  an  in¬ 
terstate  highway.  A,  B,  and  C.  Let  us 
assume  that  A  had  been  completed  prior 
to  July  1956;  that  B  was  in  existence 
prior  to  1956,  but  required  additional 
rights-of-way  to  bring  it  up  to  the  stand¬ 
ard  prescribed  by  the  Congress  and  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads;  and  that  C  rep¬ 
resented  brandnew  rights-of-way  across 
areas  to  be  developed.- 

Under  the  provision  which  is  presently 
in  the  bill  we  do  not  propose  to  touch 
A.  In  other  words,  that  part  of  the 
41,000-mile  system  which  was  in  exist¬ 
ence  prior  to  July,  1956,  requires  no  new 
right-of-way.  Perhaps  there  are  bill¬ 
boards  along  each  side  of  it  now.  We 
turn  our  backs  on  that. 

We  seek,  however,  to  have  the  Senate 
approve  a  national  policy  on  the  two  re¬ 
maining  types  of  highways;  those  where 
new  rights-of-way  are  required  in  part, 
and  those  where  new  rights-of-way  are 
required  in  toto. 

From  a  percentage  standpoint,  about 
75  percent  of  the  41,000  miles  will  be 
brand  new  rights-of-way.  Those  will  be 
completely  new.  Of  the  remaining  25 
percent,  the  opinion  expressed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  that  approxi¬ 
mately  5  or  7  percent  represent  highways 
to  which  no  additions  are  required,  and 
somewhere  between  18  and  20  percent  re¬ 
quire  new  rights-of-way. 

If  we  adopt  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  even  if  a  State 
wants  to  make  billboard  regulations  for 
such  sections  of  the  highway  where  new 
rights-of-way  are  required,  the  State 
cannot  do  so.  We  would  thereby  deprive 
the  State  of  the  opportunity  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  incentive  payment  the  bill 
provides. 

If  we  pass  it  in  its  present  form,  the 
bill  says  that  any  State  can  acquire 
advertising  easements,  if  that  is  the  way 
it  desires  to  proceed,  and  the  State  will 
participate  in  the  payment  for  such 
easements.  Why  do  we  give  them  an 
incentive  with  one  hand  and  take  from 
them  with  the  other  hand  the  right  to 
exercise  a  policy  which  would  bring  them 
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the  incentive?  I  say  this  sincerely  to  my 
friend  from  New  Hampshire.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  helped  to  have  the  bill  reported 
to  the  Senate.  We  joined  together  in  a 
majority.  I  say  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  in  complete  good  faith,  I  wish 
he  would  withdraw  his  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  the  problem  can  be  solved 
by  each  State  endeavoring  for  itself  to 
determine  whether  it  will  live  up  to  the 
policy. 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  the  Senator  from 
California  will  yield,  did  he  intend  to 
say  if  my  amendment  were  adopted  it 
would  deprive  the  States  of  the  right  to 
control  the  other  segments  of  highway? 
The  amendment  would  take  nothing 
from  the  States  whatsoever. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  said  that  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  if  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  were  adopted,  it 
would  deprive  the  States  of  participating 
in  a  Federal  incentive  payment,  to  the 
extent  of  applying  the  national  policy 
over  that  part  of  the  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System  where  new  rights-of-way 
were  required. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  States  would  get 
payment  for  those  portions  of  the  high¬ 
way  which  were  controlled,  exactly  as 
they  would  under  the  bill  as  now 
written.  It  would  save  the  States  from 
getting  their  noses  into  a  lot  of  trouble. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  some  Senator  yield  1 
minute  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  author 
of  the  amendment  if  he  does  not  feel  the 
State,  in  the  situation  described  by  the 
Senator  from  California,  might  still  be 
eligible  to  get  help  on  the  purchase  of 
rights,  if  the  State  decided  to  seek  to 
purchase  rights  where  the  advertising  is 
in  existence? 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  think  that  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  purchase  of  rights  would 
not  be  affected  By*  the  limitation  any 
more  than  it  would  be  affected  by  the 
limitations  already  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  My 
reading  of  the  language  leads  me  to  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  only  applicable  with  respect  to 
the  so-called  incentive  payment,  but 
would  not  interfere  with  the  State  get¬ 
ting  help  on  the  purchase  cost  of  ease¬ 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  de¬ 
sire  to  yield  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  going  to  accept 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire.  As  I  understand  it,  it 
would  exclude  from  the  provisions  of 
section  12  any  part  of  the  right-of-way 
the  entire  width  of  which  was  acquired 
subsequent  to  July  1,  1956. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Who  is  in  charge 
of  the  time  on  the  respective  sides?  If  I 
am  not  mistaken,  I  just  heard  the  dis- 
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tinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield 
himself  time  to  support  the  Cotton 
amendment.  The  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  has  been  yield¬ 
ing  himself  time  to  support  the  Cotton 
amendment.  Who  is  in  charge  of  the 
time  for  the  opponents? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
majority  leader;  and  the  Chair  under¬ 
stands  that  he  had  turned  the  responsi¬ 
bility  over  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  desire  some  time? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  new  at  par¬ 
liamentary  law;  but  am  I  to  understand 
that  the  time  for  both  sides  is  controlled 
by  the  proponents  of  the  Cotton  amend¬ 
ment?  I  should  like  to  ask  for  a  ruling 
on  that  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  in  support  of  the  Cotton  amend¬ 
ment  is  controlled  by  the  sponsor  of  the 
amendment,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire.  Under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  time  in  opposition 
was  to  be  controlled  by  the  majority 
leader,  should  he  be  opposed  to  the 
amendment.  If  he  were  not  opposed  to 
the  amendment,  the  time  would  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  let  me  say  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  that  it  has  been 
the  practice  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
yield  time  without  regard  to  whether  a 
Senator  supports  or  opposes  an  amend¬ 
ment,  if  the  time  in  opposition  is  not  de¬ 
manded  by  an  opponent  of  the  amend¬ 
ment.  We  frequently  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  extend  the  time  on  an  amend¬ 
ment.  If  the  Senator  from  Oregon  or 
any  other  Member  of  this  body  desires 
time,  and  no  time  is  available,  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  made  available. 

I  cannot  sit  at  this  desk  all  day  long. 
Inasmuch  as  the  subject  matter  was  one 
in  which  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
was  interested,  and  which  he  was 
handling,  and  inasmuch  as  he  was  re¬ 
quired  to  be  present  in  the  Chamber 
anyway,  I  asked  him  to  handle  the  time. 

This  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  merits 
or  demerits  of  the  pending  amendment. 
If  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire’  had 
some  time  available,  and  it  should  suit 
his  purpose  to  yield  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  he  could  do  so. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  still  do  not 
understand.  How  can  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  support  the  Cotton  amend¬ 
ment  by  yielding  himself  a  portion  of  the 
time  of  the  opponents  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Frequently 
Senators  opposed  to  an  amendment  use 
time  belonging  to  the  other  side.  That  is 
not  unusual.  I  think  it  happens  in  con¬ 
nection  with  almost  every  such  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request. 

If  the  Senator  objects,  we  can  yield 
back  the  time  in  opposition  to  the  Cotton 
amendment,  and  then  yield  the  Senator 
time  on  the  bill.  All  we  want  to  do  is  to 
give  every  Senator  every  reasonable  op¬ 
portunity  to  express  his  views. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  states  that  in  this  situation  the 
time  should  have  been  controlled  by  the 


junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  acting  for  the  minority  leader 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  The 
Chair  did  not  know  the  position  of  the 
majority  leader  or  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  with  respect  to  the  pending 
amendment.  The  Chair  erred  in  recog¬ 
nizing  the  majority  leader  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  and  the  Chair 
regrets  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  may  I  be  yielded  time  to  propound 
a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  In  the  event 
there  is  any  objection  to  yielding  time,  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  how 
much  time  he  desires? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  5  minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  5 
minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  My  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry  is  based  upon  one 
clause  in  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  : 

Provided,  That  in  the  event  the  majority 
leader  is  in  favor  of  any  such  amendment  or 
motion,  the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall 
be  controlled  by  the  minority  leader  or  some 
Senator  designated  by  him. 

If  it  is  evident  that  the  majority  leader 
is  in  favor  of  the  amendment,  then  it 
seems  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
that  the  time  in  opposition  would  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  minority  leader. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  is 
true;  but  we  have  never  had  a  problem  in 
that  connection.  The  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  take  whatever 
time  we  have  and  allocate  it  to  Senators 
in  accordance  with  their  positions.  But 
if  there  is  any  time  available  beyond 
that,  we  allot  it  to  any  Senator  who 
wishes  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  was  eminently 
correct.  The  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
was' aware  of  the  situation.  He  is  not 
surprised  at  the  confusion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  .  He 
does  not  expect  him  to  understand 
either  what  the  amendment  is  about,  the 
effect  of  it,  or  who  controls  the  time 
with  reference  to  a  discussion  of  it. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  stated,  that  the 
minority  leader  is  in  control  of  the  time 
in  opposition  to  the  Cotton  amendment, 
for  the  simple  reason  that  the  majority 
leader  favors  the  amendment.  So  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  was  entirely  out  of 
order  as  he  attempted  to  silence  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  who  was 
speaking  in  time  which  he,  acting  in  the 
position  of  the  majority  leader,  had 
granted  himself  in  which  to  say  a  word 
or  two  about  the  Cotton  amendment. 

In  my  judgment  the  Cotton  amend¬ 
ment  is  salutary,  but  it  would  not  cure 
the  ills  of  section  12.  While  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  is  in  favor  of  the  Cot¬ 
ton  amendment,  he  will  be  just  as  much 
opposed  to  section  12,  if  amended  by  the 
Cotton  amendment,  as  he  is  opposed  to 
it  in  its  present  form.  However,  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  supporting 
the  Cotton  amendment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  [Mrl  Kuchel] 
has  11  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  understood  that  the 
senior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  desires  some  time. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
share  the  view  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  KnowlandI.  I 
understood  that  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  said  he  had  some  views  to  express 
on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  without  the  time 
being  charged  to  either  side. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  address  a 
question  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  address  this  question  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and  ask  him  to  look  at 
page  22,  line  15  of  the  bill.  I  desire  to 
ask  his  opinion  about  the  meaning  of  the 
following  language: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to 
the  interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal 
regulation  or  control. 

I  ask  the  Senator  whether  that  lan¬ 
guage  would  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  recognize  the  authority  of 
a  municipality  through  which  a  segment 
of  the  Interstate  System  passes  to  have 
its  own  way  on  the  question  of  billboard 
control.  I  should  like  to  have  that  ques¬ 
tion  clarified  for  the  Record.  Is  that 
language  designed  to  give  the  Secretary 
the  privilege  of  exempting  from  the  bill¬ 
board  control  provisions  property  within 
a  municipality  through  which  the  high¬ 
way  runs? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  may  I  have 
2  minutes  additional  to  clarify  this 
point? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  addi¬ 
tional  to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  my  understanding  of 
the  language  which  the  Senator  has  read 
that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  exclude  from  application  of 
the  standards,  in  any  agreement  reached 
with  a  State,  those  segments  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  within  incorporated 
municipalities.  The  question  was  raised 
yesterday  that  this  was  a  matter  in 
which  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  could 
exercise  discretion.  That  I  concede. 
However-,- the  terms  of  the  agreement 
must  be  agreed  to  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  and  the  State.  After  confer¬ 
ring  with  the  authors  of  the  committee 
amendment  I  have  agreed  to  accept  an 
amendment  to  be  proposed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche],  to  insert  after  the  word  “pol¬ 
icy”  on  line  17 — and  I  am  reading  from 
the  Senator’s  amendment — these  words: 
"and  upon  application  of  the  State.” 

In  other  words,  it  would  be  clear  from 
that  language  that  if  the  State  applied 
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for  the  exclusion  of  such  an  area,  the 
Secretary  tvould  be  authorized,  in  his 
discretion,  to  exclude  it  from  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  standards. 

Mr.  BUSH.  That  applies  to  the  bill¬ 
board  section  of  the  bill  as  well  as  to 
the  other  sections  of  the  bill;  does  it? 

Mr.  GORE.  This  is  a  part  of  the  bill¬ 
board  section  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
recognize  the  good  intentions  connected 
with  the  Cotton  amendment,  I  am  rather 
apprehensive  with  respect  to  its  applica¬ 
tion.  I  am  thinking  particularly  in 
terms  of  my  own  section  of  the  country. 
We  were  told  that  there  would  be  access 
roads  every  5  or  8  or  10  miles.  Those 
intersections  would  be  over  land  that 
was  partly  acquired  prior  to  1956. 

However,  that  is  not  the  main  point. 
As  the  interstate  highway  progresses 
through  the  State,  north  and  south,  and 
east  and  west,  it  will  cross  an  existing 
highway  at  least  every  mile  or  in  a  large 
part  of  the  area  at  least  every  mile. 
Sometimes  those  crossroads  are  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  apart.  Most  of  that  land,  hav¬ 
ing  been  acquired  about  100  years  ago, 
and  certainly  prior  to  1956,  would  be 
available  for  the  erection  of  billboards. 
The  amendment  would  mean  that  over  a 
good  part  of  the  State  there  would  be  a 
continuous  forest  of  advertising  signs. 
I  must  say  in  all  fairness  that  at  the 
present  time  my  State  does  have  a  law 
which  controls  billboards  very  satisfac¬ 
torily.  In  the  event  a  future  legislature 
should  repeal  that  law,  we  would  find 
ourselves  very  much  surrounded  by  bill¬ 
boards  in  driving  through  the  most  at¬ 
tractive  State  in  the  Union,  if  I  may 
say  so. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  has  4  minutes 
remaining  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  has  9  minutes  remaining 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  upon  lis¬ 
tening  to  the  statement  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  as  to  his 
intent  and  as  to  his  understanding  of 
the  meaning  of  the  amendment,  I 
reached  the  conclusion  that  it  is  not  as 
far  reaching  as  I  had  originally  thought. 
It  is  still,  however,  a  restrictive  amend¬ 
ment.  If  I  may  have  the  attention  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  any 
section  of  the  highway,  any  part  of 
which  encompassed  any  part  of  a  right- 
of-way  which  a  State  owned  prior  to 
July  1,  1956,  could  not  be  regulated  un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  The 
provision  beginning  at  the  bottom  of 
page  23,  line  24,  which  provides  for  re¬ 
imbursement  of  a  State  for  90  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  the  right- 
of-way,  could  apply,  because  it  can  apply 
without  the  reaching  of  an  agreement. 

Therefore,  the  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  upon  further  consideration,  would 


not  be  as  far  reaching  as  the  junior  Sen- 
.ator  from  Tennessee  had  originally 
thought.  It  would  operate,  it  would  seem 
to  me,  as  a  discrimination  against  the 
States.  Suppose  that  the  States  wanted 
to  exercise  the  regulation  and  desired  to 
acquire  the  advertising  easements  and 
proceeded  to  do  so.  They  could  be  re¬ 
imbursed  to  the  extent  of  90  percent  of 
the  cost  of  acquiring  the  easements  pro¬ 
vided  the  cost  did  not  exceed  5  percent 
of  the  right-of-way  cost,  but  they  would 
be  denied  the  other  financial  incentive 
of  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  project. 

Does  the  able  Senator  agree  with  that 
statement? 

Mr.  COTTON.  If,  under  the  existing 
act,  without  my  amendment,  the  State 
controls  its  advertising,  and  does  not 
control  it  in  an  industrial  section,  which 
is  excepted  in  the  bill,  it  does  not  lose 
the  one-half  of  1  percent,  does  it?  It 
merely  means  that  there  is  an  additional 
amount  of  the  highway  for  which  the 
State  does  not  receive  the  incentive 
money. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wel¬ 
come  the  statement  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  because  it  coincides  com¬ 
pletely  with  .  the  observation  I  made 
earlier,  that  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  does 
not  deprive  the  State  of  its  right  to  get 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  rights. 

The  language  at  the  bottom  of  page 
23  says;  “Whenever  a  State  shall  ac¬ 
quire.” 

It  does  not  say  whenever  a  State  enters 
into  an  agreement.  It  says:  “Whenever 
a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or 
condemnation  the  right  to  advertise  or 
regulate  advertising”  it  shall  be  entitled, 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  GORE,  The  Senator  agrees  with 
my  interpretation  of  the  amendment. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
what  I  suggested  earlier. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes,  in  order  to  permit  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  to  finish  his 
statement,  and  then  I  shall  ask  him  a 
question. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  the  legislative  process 
at  its  best.  Here  we  are  saying,  with 
respect  to  existing  rights,  there  will  not 
be  any  confiscation  or  restrictive  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  rights,  but  with  respect  to 
them,  if  a  State  wishes  to  purchase  them, 
we  will  help  the  State  purchase  them; 
but  with  respect  to  new  rights-of-way, 
we  will  say  to  the  State,  “If  you  will 
establish  this  policy  with  respect  to  new 
rights-of-way,  then  we  give  you  an  addi¬ 
tional  incentive.” 

Mr.  COTTON.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
if  there  is  anything  in  the  amendment 
which  would  prevent  the  State  from  re¬ 
ceiving  its  incentive  amount  if  and  when 
it  acquired  the  right  to  control  adver¬ 
tising  in  accordance  with  national  stand¬ 
ards? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  a 
State  accepts  the  incentive  payment  and 
applies  the  policy  with  respect  to  new 
rights-of-way,  it  would  also  be  entitled 
to  receive  a  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
acquisition.  The  incentive  is  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  policy  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  new  rights-of-way.  The 
sharing  of  the  cost  would  apply  to  either 
old  or  new  rights-of-way,  but  it  would 
not  be  confiscatory  in  any  sense.  It 
seems  to  me  there  is  another  point  that 
should  be  mentioned  in  that  connection, 
and  that  is  with  respect  to  the  existing 
rights-of-way.  The  cost  of  that  would 
be  somewhat  different. 

In  the  case  of  new  rights-of-way,  the 
cost-sharing  should  not  be  so  great,  be¬ 
cause  the  value  of  the  advertising  rights 
on  new  rights-of-way  is  not  comparable 
with  that  on  the  old  rights-of-way. 

Mr.  COTTON.  This  amendment  has 
four  virtues.  First,  it  would  not  confis¬ 
cate  or  tear  down  existing  billboards. 
Second,  control  would  be  exercised  on 
that  portion  of  the  interstate  system 
where  it  was  most  necessary  and  deserv¬ 
ing.  Third,  it  would  reduce  the  cost. 
Fourth,  it  would  adhere  to  the  principle 
that  advertising  should  be  controlled  on 
the  portions  of  the  highway  where  no 
advertising  value  existed  before. 

The  problem  has  arisen  only  because 
the  Federal  Government  has  assisted  the 
States  to  build  new  roads. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  been  consumed.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Cotton!. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  After 
all  time  has  been  yielded  back,  and  in 
anticipation  of  a  vote,  a  quorum  call 
may  be  had  without  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  being  charged  to  either  side. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  what  is  the  purpose  of  the  quorum 
call?  Does  the  Senator  from  California 
desire  to  have  a  vote? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes;  I  desire  to  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  prior  to  the 
vote.  I  do  not  have  in  mind  asking  for 
a  yea  and  nay  vote,  but  I  have  in  mind 
letting  the  roll  be  called  for  a  short  time. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  fi’om  New  Hampshire  will  state 
it. 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  there  is  a  quorum 
call,  do  I  have  the  right,  after  the 
quorum  call,  to  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Cer¬ 
tainly.  A  Senator  always  has  that  right. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
understand  correctly  that  the  time  for 
the  quorum  call  will  not  be  charged  to 
either  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
is  correct.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 
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The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton], 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  am  I 
•within  my  right  to  request  that  a  divi¬ 
sion  be  had  on  this  vote? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  ask  for  a  division. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  A  division  has  been  requested. 

On  a  division,  Mr.  Cotton’s  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
a  perfecting  amendment,  on  page  22, 
line  15,  immediately  after  the  word  “sig¬ 
nificance”,  and  the  period  to  strike  out 
“Any”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Upon 
application  of  the  State  any.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  send  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  desk? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  being  typewrit¬ 
ten.  I  will  send  it  to  the  desk  in  a 
moment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  the 
present  language  can  be  construed  to 
mean  that  the  discretionary  power  of 
excluding  from  the  mileage  that  is  to  be 
covered  by  the  nonbillboard  provision 
lies  only  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

My  amendment  makes  it  clear  that 
the  discretionary  power  shall  be  exer¬ 
cised  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
only  when  application  therefor  is  made 
by  a  State. 

The  language  of  the  bill  now  reads: 

Any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for 
excluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System. 

This  language  is  susceptible  to  the  in¬ 
terpretation  that  the  discretion  lies 
solely  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
and  that  the  individual  States  will  have 
nothing  to  say  about  it.  My  amend¬ 
ment  contemplates  that  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  be 
exercised  only  when  it  is  applied  for  by 
a  State. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  adopted, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  not 
be  granted  the  discretionary  authority 
unless  the  State  applied  for  its  consid¬ 
eration  and  exercise. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  exactly  what 
the  amendment  contemplates  and 
achieves. 

Mr.  GORE.  With  the  adoption  of  the 
Senator’s  amendment,  where,  then,  is 


the  argument  that  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  would  be  authorized  to  exer¬ 
cise  his  discretion  in  a  manner  preju¬ 
dicial  to  the  State? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  that  argument 
I  am  trying  to  obviate  by  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  sum  and  substance  of  the 
amendment  is  that  both  parties  would 
have  to  concur  in  the  program  excluding 
certain  parts  of  the  interstate  highways 
from  the  billboard  provision. 

Mr.  GORE.  Both  parties  would,  of 
necessity,  concur  under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  as  it  is,  because  an  agreement 
cannot  be  reached  except  by  at  least 
two  parties.  But  if  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  shall 
be  adopted,  no  such  discretion  can  be 
exercised  as  is  herein  proposed,  except 
upon  the  application  of  the  States. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Then  I  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  even  seen  the  amendment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
have  the  floor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  wish  to  address 
a  question  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  to  restate  his  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  On  page  22,  line  15, 
after  “significance.”  strike  out  “Any” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Upon  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  State  any.” 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  Now  I  wish  to  ask  him  an  addi¬ 
tional  question.  I  respect  the  constitu¬ 
tional  knowledge  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  may  say  that  it  is 
negligible  compared  with  the  richness  of 
the  constitutional  knowledge  of  the 
Senator  who  is  now  asking  me  a 
question. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Now  we  are  be¬ 
ginning  to  legislate.  [Laughter.]  Or, 
Mr.  President,  as  is  said  in  the  vernac¬ 
ular,  now  we  are  beginning  to  cook  on 
the  front  burner.  [Laughter.] 

I  should  like  to  direct  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  to  page  21,  be¬ 
ginning  in  line  6.  I  believe  most  sin¬ 
cerely  that  there  is  involved  in  this  lan¬ 
guage  a  clearly  unconstitutional  delega¬ 
tion  of  congressional  power.  I  now  read 
from  that  part  of  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy — 

In  that  connection,  I  emphasize  the 
phrase  “national  policy” — 
that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  out¬ 
door-advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way 
of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by 
the  Secretary. 

Here  is  a  clear  declaration  that  it  is  a 
national  policy  that  the  erection,  main¬ 


tenance,  and  display  of  such  advertising 
signs  shall  be  regulated. 

But  then  the  committee  amendment 
says — 

Which  shall  provide  for: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches  advertising  activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

Does  not  the  Senator  from  Ohio  agree 
with  me  that  the  effect  of  this  provision 
is,  first,  to  declare  as  a  national  policy 
that  the  placing  of  billboards  and  signs 
shall  be  regulated,  but  shall  be  regulated 
“consistent  with  national  standards” 
which  would  be  prepared,  not  by  the 
Congress,  but  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce;  and  that  the  standards  so  pre¬ 
pared  and  so  promulgated  shall  provide 
for  the  4  things  thereafter  specified;  but 
the  committee  amendment  does  not  say 
that  the  standards  shall  provide  only  for 
those  4  things.  Therefore,  that  section  of 
the  committee  amendment  would  be  con¬ 
strued  by  any  court — and,  in  that  con¬ 
nection,  I  refer  particularly  to  the  words 
“which  shall” — among  others — “provide 
for”  as  meaning  that  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  could  provide  for  any  stand¬ 
ards  he  might  please  to  provide  for. 

The  principle  of  constitutional  law,  as 
I  understand  it,  is  that  in  delegating 
congressional  power  the  Congress  must 
itself  set  up  the  standards  by  which  the 
person  who  is  to  exercise  the  power  shall 
be  controlled  or  limited. 

But  in  this  case  that  principle  would 
be  reversed;  in  this  instance,  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  would  give  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  the  power  to  set  up 
the  standards,  and  the  committee 
amendment  merely  specifies  that  a  cer¬ 
tain  four  shall  be  included. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  case  has  been  correctly  stated 
by  the  Senator  from  Wyoming.  My  un¬ 
derstanding  is  that  the  minimal  require¬ 
ments  which  are  enumerated  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  as  (1),  (2),  (3),  and 
(4)  are  mandatory;  they  must  be  in¬ 
cluded  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
the  standards  he  will  establish. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  is  correct. 
But  he  may  establish  others. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes;  in  addition,  he 
may  establish  standards  which  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  policy  declared  in  sub¬ 
section  (a),  which  states  or  declares  the 
national  policy. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  and  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  is  that  they  should  be  reg¬ 
ulated.  But  the  committee  amendment 
does  not  specify  how  they  should  be  reg¬ 
ulated.  The  “how”  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  Srecetary  of  Commerce;  he  is 
to  be  given  that  power. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  No;  I  think  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  directs  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  mandatorily  to  include  in  the  reg- 
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ulations  the  matters  covered  in  the  para¬ 
graphs  marked  (1) ,  (2) ,  (3) ,  and  (4) . 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  agree  complete¬ 
ly  as  to  that.  But  this  part  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  will  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  go  much  further. 

I  have  discussed  this  matter  with  the 
very  able  and  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  ;  and  when 
it  is  proper  for  me  to  do  so,  I  shall  offer 
an  amendment  to  strike  out  the  words 
“provide  for,”  in  line  13,  and  to  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “include  the  following 
four  objectives,  and  none  other.”  I  that 
way  there  will  be  a  definite  limitation  on 
the  power  which  the  Congress  will  have 
delegated  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  controlling  the 
time  in  opposition  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  know.  Has  the 
majority  leader  stated  his  position? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  let  me  inquire  whether  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  is  in  favor  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
or  is  opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  do  not  know;  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  find  out  what  the  amendment 
would  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  provisions  of  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement,  a  Senator  who  is  to  control 
part  of  the  available  time  must  first  de¬ 
termine  whether  he  favors  or  opposes  the 
amendment  then  pending. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  have  not 
yet  determined  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Then,  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  in  one 
place  the  amendment  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Ohio  would  strike 
out  the  word  “Any.”  But  in  another 
place,  the  amendment  would  restore  the 
same  word. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  still  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Ohio.  However,  I  can  see  how  it 
could  add  to  the  confusion  already  exist¬ 
ing  in  the  minds  of  the  sponsors  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  and  already  existing  by  reason 
of  section  12  and  by  reason  of  the  so- 
called  clarifying  and  perfecting  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  object  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio, 
but  I  certainly  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  amendment  is  far  from  a  perfecting 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Lausche]. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  the  word  “Any”  was  proposed 
to  be  stricken  out  by  my  amendment 
because  the  word  commenced  with  a 
capital  letter;  and  my  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  that  the  word  “any”  be  reinserted 


because  it  comes  in  the  middle  of  the 
sentence  and  must  be  decapitalized. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  the  copy  of  the 
amendment  which  has  been  handed  to 
me  has  a  capital  letter  both  for  the 
“A”  in  the  case  of  the  proposal  to  strike 
out  the  word  “Any”  and  in  the  case  of 
the  letter  “A”  in  the  word  which  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  inserted  by  means  of  the 
amendment. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Ohio  examine 
the  copy  I  have  of  the  amendment,  and 
then  tell  me  whether  I  am  in  error? 

You  see,  Mr.  President,  on  yesterday 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore] 
told  me  that  the  language  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  did  not  mean  what 
it  says. 

Mr.  GORE.  O  Mr.  President,  just  a 
moment.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  KERR.  Now  will  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  tell  me  whether  the  letter 
“A”  in  his  amendment  is  or  is  not  capi¬ 
talized? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  capitalized. 

Mr.  KERR.  And  is  the  copy  I  hold 
in  my  hand  a  copy  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Certainly  this  copy  does 
not  show  the  word  “Any”  spelled  with 
a  small  letter  “a.”  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  But  the  amendment 
show  the  letter  “a”  uncapitalized. 

Let  me  say  that  those  whom  we  pay 
and  those  whom  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  and  I  hire  are  responsible  for  the 
fact  that  the  letter  “a”  is  shown  as  a 
capital  letter,  instead  of  a  small  letter 
or  noncapital  letter  “a.”  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  those 
whom  we  hire — although  I  know  not 
whom  the  Senator  from  Ohio  and  I  hire 
as  “we” — may  be  responsible  for  capi¬ 
talizing  the  letter  “A”  on  this  piece  of 
paper.  But  the  Members  of  the  United 
States  Senate  will  be  responsible  for 
putting  it  into  this  bill,  if  it  is  put  into 
it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  LauscheI. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
ask  the  unanimous  consent  of  this  august 
body  that  the  capital  letter  “A”,  as  typed 
into  the  amendment,  be  changed  to  a 
small  letter  “a.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  has  a  right  to  modify  or 
change  his  own  amendment,  and  it  will 
be  modified  accordingly. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
modified  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  .  [Putting  the  ques¬ 
tion.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  is  open  to  further 
amendment. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  the  amendment  which  I  have  at  the 
desk,  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
on  page  21,  to  strike  out  lines  21  through 
24,  after  the  numeral  (4),  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following  language: 
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Signs  erected  and  maintained  pursuant  to 
permission  or  authorization  under  State  law, 
regardless  of  size,  and  designed  to  give  in¬ 
formation  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Earlier  today  a  ques¬ 
tion  was  asked  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]  as  to 
whether  subsection  (4)  on  page  21  of  the 
bill  was  modified  by  subsection  (3)  con¬ 
tained  on  that  page. 

Subsection  (4)  recites  and  states  that 
“signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section”  are  among  the 
national  standards  which  will  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  list  of  standards  set  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

The  preceding  section,  subsection  (3) , 
states:  “Signs  not  larger  than  500  square 
inches.”  That  is  about  the  size  of  the 
placard  on  the  easel  in  the  rear  of  the 
Chamber. 

The  question  was  asked,  with  regard 
to  subsection  (4) ,  if  signs  would  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  500  square  inches.  The  interpre¬ 
tation  was  stated  that  subsection  (3) 
did  not  modify  subsection  (4). 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to 
spell  that  understanding  out  in  no  un¬ 
certain  terms;  therefore,  I  propose  inser¬ 
tion  of  the  words  “regardless  of  size”  and 
the  elimination  of  the  words  “and  not 
inconsistent  with  the  national  policy 
and  standards  of  this  section.” 

It  is  my  hope  the  authors  of  the  bill 
who  contended  for  that  interpretation 
will  not  interpose  objection  to  my  clari¬ 
fying  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  desire  to  speak 
on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
3  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  opposition  to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  I  am  in  favor  of  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  able  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  recognized 
for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  incorporating  the 
words  “regardless  of  size”  would,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  prevent  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
from  entering  into  an  agreement  provid¬ 
ing  for  regulation  of  billboards  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  policy  herein  stated, 
“to  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free 
flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  investment  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways.” 

If  the  Senate  desires  to  adopt  an 
amendment  which  would  be  inserted  in 
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that  section  of  the  bill  designed  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  right  of  local  interests  to  reason¬ 
able  advertising,  and  thus  make  it  man¬ 
datory  that  the  Secretary  must  include 
in  the  standards,  a  prohibition  against 
regulation  of  billboards,  regardless  of 
size,  then  the  Senate  may  as  well  face 
the  issue ;  and  I  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  if  I  have  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  myself  five 
minutes  for  the  purpose  of  asking  a 
question.  I  should  like  to  inquire  wheth¬ 
er  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  in  his 
judgment,  thinks  subsection  (4),  as  it 
now  reads  in  printed  form  in  the  bill, 
contains  any  size  limitation. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  restate 
his  question? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Does  subsection  (4)  as 
it  is  printed  in  the  bill,  have  inherent 
in  it  any  limitation  on  the  size  of  signs 
which  can  be  displayed? 

Mr.  GORE.  Specified  by  footage  or 
square  inches,  no;  but  it  would  author¬ 
ize  provision  signs  of  the  type  described 
within  the  criteria  of  reasonableness, 
and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section. 
What  are  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section?  They  are: 

To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow 
of  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the 
public  investment  in  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways. 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  would  insert  therein 
the  words  “regardless  of  size."  It  would 
in  my  opinion,  nullify  the  whole  pro¬ 
vision. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  standards  also  in¬ 
clude  the  limitation  of  the  size  of  signs 
to  not  more  than  500  square  inches. 
Why  does  the  Senator  disregard  that 
particular  part  of  the  national  policy 
spelled  out  in  the  standards?  It  was 
stated  earlier  that  subsection  (3),  which 
sets  some  of  the  standards,  limits  the 
size  of  signs  to  not  larger  than  500 
square  inches.  We  were  told  by  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  bill  and  the  Senator  from 
California  that  standard  does  not  apply 
to  subsection  (4).  We  were  told  earlier 
there  was  no  size  limitation  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (4).  Is  that  true  or  is  it  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  There  is  no  specific  size 
limitation  in  subparagraph  (4)  on  page 
21,  but  there  is  this  provision: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  And  one  of  the  stand¬ 
ards  is  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  GORE.  May  I  answer  the  Sen¬ 
ator  further? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  that  means  the  stand¬ 
ards  must  include  the  provisions  spelled 
out  or  stated  in  subsection  (4),  that 
they  shall  be  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  policy.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  would  strike  that 
provision  and  state  the  standards  must 
provide  for  signs  “regardless  of  size.” 
The  words  “regardless  of  size”  remove 


reasonableness.  They  remove  discre¬ 
tion.  They  open  the  gate  wide,  and 
state  that  the  Secretary  must  provide  in 
his  standards  for  the  erection  of  signs 
“regardless  of  size.’*  Those  are  the 
words  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  exactly  the 
wording,  except  that  the  signs  would 
have  to  be  approved  under  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  State  law  and  be  permitted  pur¬ 
suant  to  State  law.  If  a  State  legisla¬ 
ture  saw  fit  to  act  on  the  matter,  I  think 
it  would  be  just  a  little  bit  closer  to  the 
people  of  the  State  than  would  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  who  is  not  an 
elected  officer.  If  it  is  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that  he 
would  rather  trust  to  the  wisdom  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  than  rely  upon 
the  elected  members  of  the  respective 
legislative  bodies,  I  should  like  to  be  in¬ 
formed  on  that  point. 

Mr.  GORE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes.- 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  is  asking  the  junior  Senator 
from  Tennessee  his  preference,  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  glad  to 
state  that  he  seeks  reasonable  regula¬ 
tion  of  billboards  along  the  Interstate 
System,  in  conformity  with  the  policies 
and  standards  herein  provided,  in  pref¬ 
erence  to  the  provisions  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment,  which  would  require  the 
Secretary,  if  he  issued  standards,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  signboards  “regardless  of  size.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
the  Senator  is  seeking  to  achieve  a  de¬ 
sirable  result.  It  occurs  to  me  that  the 
use  of  the  words  “regardless  of  size”  does 
open  the  door,  and  suggests  to  the 
States,  almost,  that  the  sky  is  the  limit. 

Has  the  Senator  considered  as  an  al¬ 
ternative  striking  out  the  two  words  in 
line  23,  “and  standards”?  I  would  be 
obliged,  I  think  objectively,  to  agree  that 
when  the  words  “and  standards”  appear 
in  the  bill  they  embrace  subsection  (3), 
which  prescribes  the  size  and  distance 
for  certain  signs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  from 
Nebraska  did  consider  that  possibility, 
but  unfortunately  if  we  leave  in  the 
words  about  national  policy,  the  national 
policy  as  defined  on  page  21  includes 
subparagraph  (3),  which  limits  the  size 
of  the  signs  of  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  does  not 
agree  with  that  interpretation.  Of 
course,  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
entitled  to  his  opinion. 

I  believe  the  description  of  signs  in 
terms  of  inches  or  feet  and  distances 
establishes  a  precise  standard.  I  think 
that  is  a  standard. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think, 
however,  that  a  policy  as  described  in 
the  words  above,  where  the  reference  is 
made  to  the  policy,  is  different.  The 
language  is: 

That  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  out¬ 
door  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within — • 


A  certain  distance  of  the  highway, 
and  so  forth — 
should  be  regulated. 

I  think  that  is  the  definition  of  policy. 
That  is  also  true  of  the  earlier  lan¬ 
guage: 

To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free 
flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect 
the  public  investment. 

I  think  all  such  language  is  policy. 
I  think  the  standards  come  in  primarily 
in  subparagraph  (3) . 

It  occurred  to  me  that  the  purpose 
which  the  Senator  seeks  to  achieve, 
which  I  believe  has  some  merit,  would 
be  accomplished  by  striking  out  of  sub¬ 
section  (4)  the  words  “and  standards,” 
which  would  still  maintain  the  policy 
and  give  some  leeway  or  discretion. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POTTER.  On  page  21,  line  6,  it 
is  stated  as  a  declaration  of  national 
policy : 

It  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de¬ 
vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate 
System  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with 
national  standards  to  be  prepared  and  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for. 

Then  there  is  listed,  as  one  of  the 
standards,  as  a  part  of  our  national 
policy,  subsection  (3),  with  which  the 
Senator  is  concerned. 

In  other  words,  subsections  (1),  (2), 
(3),  and  (4)  are  part  of  our  national 
policy. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  _ 

Mr.  POTTER.  Even  if  we  eliminate 
the  words  “and  standards”  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (4),  subsection  (3)  remains  as  a 
part  of  the  national  policy. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  If  the  Senator  does 
not  mind,  since  I  am  on  limited  time, 
will  the  Senators  please  get  time  from 
the  opponents  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  President,  earlier  today  it  was 
stated  in  the  Chamber  by  the  authors 
of  the  bill  that  subsection  (4)  does  not 
embrace  the  proposition  of  the  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  size  of  signs.  The  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  proposed  would 
place  that  in  no  uncertain  terms,  in 
very  understandable  English.  I  submit 
again  it  is  a  meritorious  amendment,  in 
view  of  the  interpretation  placed  on  the 
subsection  by  the  authors  of  the  bill, 
and  it  should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma.- 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  congratulate  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  for  offering  the 
amendment,  because  a  little  while  ago, 
when  the  junior  Senator  from  Virginia 
was  present  in  the  Chamber,  he  specifi¬ 
cally  asked  the  sponsors  of  the  proposed 
legislation  if  subsection  (4)  were  limited 
by  the  provisions  of  subsection  (3),  and 
he  received  the  answer  that  it  was  not. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  was  stated  that  the  lim¬ 
itation  of  500  square  inches  contained  in 
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subsection  (3)  did  not  limit  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  subsection  (4),  which  exempted 
signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  in  State  law. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  I  understand  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  the  only  thing  he  seeks  to 
accomplish  is  to  make  a  reality  of  the 
interpretation  which  the  sponsors  them¬ 
selves  have  claimed  for  the  bill.  The 
Senator’s  amendment  would  make  it 
clear,  so  that  if  a  sign  is  authorized  or 
permitted  by  State  law,  it  would  be 
exempt  from  the  regulation.  That  is  in 
accord,  as  I  understand,  with  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  sponsors  of  the  bill  as  to 
what  subsection  (4)  was  calculated  to 
accomplish. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  my  intention. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  some 
timQ  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  desire  to  yield 
time? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Before  I  do,  I  wonder  if 
my  friend  from  Nebraska  would  join  in 
asking  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  this 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  requested.  Is  there 
a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  now  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  able  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  point  on  which  I  wish  to  speak 
is  whether  subsection  (3)  is  one  of  the 
standards.  I  think  when  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  read  the  language  on 
page  21,  when  he  came  to  the  words 
“consistent  with  national  standards  to 
be  prepared’’  and  so  forth,  it  bothered 
him  a  little  bit  to  continue  reading. 
Perhaps  I  am  unfair  in  suggesting  that. 

Let  me  read  the  sentence  with  the 
emphasis  which  I  think  is  pertinent  in 
the  situation : 

It  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  pol¬ 
icy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de¬ 
vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  should  be  regulated,  consist¬ 
ent  with  national  standards  to  be  prepared 
and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which 
shall  provide  for. 

Then  follows  the  enumeration  of  the 
national  standards,  or  at  least  3  or  4  of 
them. 

'  With  all  due  deference  to  whoever 
said  subsection  (4)  was  not  modified  by 
subsection  (3),  I  think  subsection  (4) 
is  modified  by  subsection  (3).  I  think 
when  the  words  “and  standards”  ap¬ 
pear  in  subsection  (4)  they  refer  back 
to  the  standards  of  subsections  (1),  (2), 
and  (3) ,  which  are  the  standards  which 
are  to  be  provided  by  the  Secretary  by 
the  very  language  of  the  bill.  I  think 
that  subsection  (3)  is  a  standard. 

If  we  delete  the  words  “and  stand¬ 
ards”  then  we  merely  have  a  policy  and 
not  precise  standards. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Therefore,  I  assume 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  sup¬ 
porting  my  amendment? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  What  is 
that? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Therefore  I  assume 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  sup¬ 
porting  my  amendment? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  would  be  supporting  the  amendment 
if  the  amendment  were  to  strike  out 
the  words  “and  standards”,  but  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  finds  it  im¬ 
possible  to  support  the  amendment  if 
the  Senator  wishes  to  state  “regardless 
of  size”  because  it  seems  to  me  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  would  thereby  open 
the  door  so  wide  that  the  whole  pro¬ 
vision  might,  become  rather  meaningless. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  am 
happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  POTTER.  The  controversy  con¬ 
cerns  whether  the  standards  men¬ 
tioned  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  are  part 
of  the  national  policy.  The  Senator 
suggests  we  could  strike  out  “and  stand¬ 
ards”  and  by  so  doing  we  would  elimin¬ 
ate  the  question  which  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  raised.  However,  in  the 
definition  of  the  national  policy  there  is 
one  sentence,  and  a  part  of  the  national 
policy  is  “consistent  with  national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall 
provide  for.” 

Then  there  are  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4) 
subsections.  I  say  that  the  standards 
which  are  listed  are  parts  of  the  na¬ 
tional  policy. 

Mi’.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  think  the  policy  is  that  signs 
within  a  certain  distance  of  the  highway 
should  be  regulated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  desire  to  yield 
additional  time? 

'  Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  2  minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
terrogate  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I 
am  a  little  puzzled  by  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator,  in  this  regard: 
Will  or  will  not  the  amendment  permit, 
under  subsection  (4) ,  signs  of  any  size 
whatever  to  be  set  up  in  accordance 
with  State  provisions,  still  allowing  the 
one-half  of  1  percent  payment? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Oh,  yes.  All  the  signs 
which  are  permitted  by  subsections  (1), 

(2) ,  (3),  and  (4)  would  be  permitted, 
and  the  States  would  still  qualify  for  the 
one -half  of  1  percent.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Even  using  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  words,  without  any  size  limitation? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  So  long  as  the  signs 
are  approved  by  the  State  legislatures, 
or  authorized  by  State  law,  that  would 
be  true.  That  was  the  interpretation 
which  was  placed  upon  subsection  (4)  by 
the  authors  of  the  proposal  earlier  to¬ 
day.  I  did  not  conceive  that  idea.  I 
would  not  like  to  have  the  authors  of 
the  bill  get  the  advantage  of  subsection 

(3)  not  qualifying  subsection  (4),  and 
at  the  same  time  have  the  courts  con¬ 
strue  the  law  the  other  way  around.  I 
do  not  think  the  authors  should  ride  2 
horses  at  the  same  time,  unless  there 
are  more  than  2  of  them  involved. 


Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  that  I  am  in  the  position  of 
the  one  black  crow  listening  to  the  other 
black  crow  play  the  tin  flute,  when  he 
said,  “Even  if  it  was  good,  I  wouldn’t 
like  it.” 

This  amendment  is  evidently  an  en¬ 
trance  for  signs  of  unlimited  size,  and  it 
would  still  make-  the  State  eligible  for 
the  one-half  of  1  percent  allowance. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  the  contention  of 
the  authors  of  the  bill  that  subsection 

(4)  is  not  limited  with  respect  to  size. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  “Even  if  it  was 
good,  I  wouldn’t  like  it.” 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  interpret  his  amendment  to  mean 
that  subsection  (3)  is  practically  ren¬ 
dered  valueless?  In  other  words,  the 
500  square  inches  would  be  out  of  the 
picture  if  the  legislature  wanted  to  make 
it  different. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct;  but 
there  would  still  be  the  12-mile  limita¬ 
tion.  The  sign  would  have  to  advertise 
activities  within  12  miles  of  the  location 
of  the  sign. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  should  like  to  see 
some  standards.  I  favor  reasonable 
regulation  of  billboards,  but  I  believe 
that  500  square  inches  is  not  a  reason¬ 
able-sized  billboard  under  the  circum¬ 
stances.  For  example,  in  my  State  there 
is  one  highway,  a  defense  interstate 
highway,  which  runs  from  the  north  end 
of  Utah  to  the  south  end  of  Utah,  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  nearly  400  miles.  It  runs  near 
by  many  small  communities.  Those  com¬ 
munities  would  have  no  opportunity 
whatsoever  to  tell  what  they  had  in  the 
various  communities,  unless  the  size  of 
"the  billboard  were  increased. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  And  the  increase  in 
size  of  the  billboard,  will  be  up  to  the 
State  legislature.  I  venture  to  say  that 
the  State  capitol  of  Utah  is  much  closer 
than  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  understand  that; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  what  is  proposed 
is  totally  inconsistent  with  subsection 
(3) .  I  do  not  agree  with  subsection  (3) 
as  now  written,  but  I  find  difficulty  in 
going  along  with  what  the  Senator  says, 
because  his  amendment  would  eliminate 
any  standard  with  respect  to  size.  I 
think  there  should  be  some  standard 
with  respect  to  size. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  How  much  time  re¬ 
mains  available  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  15  minutes 
remaining  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  KucrfEL]  has  23  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  myself  3  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  discussion 
of  the  amendment  offered  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Nebraska,  allu¬ 
sion  has  been  made  to  the  intention 
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which  was  expressed  by  the  authors  of 
this  amendment  with  respect  to  subsec¬ 
tions  (3)  and  (4). 

Last  night  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  I  believe  by 
actual  count,  answered  17  times  the 
question  as  to  what  the  intention  was 
with  respect  to  subsections  (3)  and  (4). 

Mr.  GORE.  Eighteen  times. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  ought  to  be  very 
simple.  I  ask  Senators  to  read  subsec¬ 
tions  (3)  and  (4)  on  page  21. 

But  aside  from  everything  else,  how 
ridiculous  it  would  be  now  to  say  that 
States  may  legislate  on  the  subject  of 
signs  regardless  of  size.  What  kind  of 
regulation  is  that? 

What  we  had  in  mind  was  that  we 
would  endeavor  to  indicate  to  the  States 
that  what  they  did  in  a  reasonable  man¬ 
ner  would  be  acceptable  to  a  reasonable 
Government  of  the  United  States.  How, 
now,  can  anyone  justify  saying  “regard¬ 
less  of  size’’  and  writing  it  into  a  Federal 
law  which  seeks  to  indicate  the  incentive 
basis  for  State  legislation? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  a  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  should  be  so  unwise  as  to  promul¬ 
gate  such  standards  and  so  unwise  and 
inconsiderate  as  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  States  in  conformity 
therewith,  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  obligated  to  pay  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  such  ad¬ 
vertising  easements,  which  provision 
would  have  no  effect  whatever,  because 
the  signs  could  be  erected  regardless  of 
size. 

Moreover,  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  required  to  pay  one-half  of 
one  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  interstate 
highways  throughout  the  States. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  join  the  Senator  in 
asking,  How  ridiculous  can  we  become? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Is  it  not  the 
opinion  of  the  Senator  from  California 
that  if  this  particular  amendment  is 
adopted  it  will  reduce  nearly  to  a  nullity 
the  very  mild  regulation  we  are  attempt¬ 
ing  to  bring  about  in  cooperation  with 
the  States? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  is  no  question 
about  it.  If  we  attempt  in  Congress  to 
legislate  in  this  field  by  saying  to  the 
States,  “Regardless  of  the  size  of  signs 
which  you  determine  are  necessary,  we 
will  approve  your  determination,”  there 
will  be  no  regulation  whatever.  No  one 
should  be  fooled. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  California  another 
question. 

As  is  his  inalienable  right  as  a  citizen 
and  a  Member  of  the  Senate,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
all  during  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
has  consistently  opposed  any  regulation 
or  control  of  signboards.  Is  not  that 
true,  according  to  the  recollection  of  the 
Senator  from  California? 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thought  there  was  a 
time  when  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
was  about  to  come  over  to  our  side. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  point  I  wish 
to  make  with  respect  to  the  proposal  of 
our  good  friend  from  Nebraska  is  that 
the  proposed  amendment  to  our  very 
mild  billboard  regulation  measure  comes 
from  someone  who,  to  my  knowledge,  has 
been  very  adamantly  opposed  to  the  en¬ 
tire  proposal  which  has  been  added  to 
the  bill. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  way  of  interpreting  this  amend¬ 
ment,  with  the  phrase  “regardless  of 
size”  in  it,  except  as  an  amendment 
which  would  completely  destroy  our  in¬ 
tention. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Would  it  not  be 
possible,  under  this  amendment,  to  have 
the  most  enormous  kind  of  so-called  24- 
sheet  signs  near  the  interchange,  saying 
“Blatz  beer  served  at  tavern  around  the 
comer,”  or  “one-half  mile  away,”  or 
virtually  any  other  kind  of  advertising? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  There  is  no  question 
about  it.  If  the  Congress  were  to  say 
“regardless  of  size,”  that  could  be  the 
result.  The  Federal  Government  would 
have  no  right  to  sit  in  judgment  as  to 
what  was  reasonable.  A  billboard  might 
be  as  large  as  the  Capitol,  and  nothing 
could  be  done  about  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  It  seems  to  me 
that  such  a  proposal  would  render  the 
bill  a  nullity. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inauiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  How  much  time  re¬ 
mains  to  the  proposer  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  15  minutes 
left. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB  rose. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  allow  myself  3  min¬ 
utes,  and  yield  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  for  a  question. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  to  my  colleague  from  Nebraska 
and  to  other  Members  of  the  Senate  that 
I  heard  with  surprise  the  statement  that 
certain  Senators  who  have  discussed  the 
bill  have  said  that  there  was  no  relation 
between  subsection  (3)  and  subsection 
(4) .  With  the  greatest  deference  to  any 
opinion  which  may  be  held  by  them,  I 
very  definitely  disagree. 

I  believe  the  four  provisions,  which  are 
a  statement,  to  some  extent,  of  the  policy 
spoken  of  in  this  section,  are  related 
and  must  be  read  together.  It  would 
seem  to  me,  and  it  is  my  understanding 
of  the  provision  of  subsection  (3),  that 
there  is  a  limitation  of  size  of  500  square 
inches,  and  when  subsection  (4)  is  read 
along  with  it,  the  application  of  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  the  size  has  to  be  had  in  any 
part  of  the  use  of  the  subsections.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  to  be  the  intent.  If  I  read 
them  together,  that  would  be  the  conclu¬ 
sion  tha,t  I  must  definitely  reach.  There¬ 
fore,  if  the  amendment  of  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  is  adopted,  using  the 
words  “regardless  of  size,”  it  completely 
negates  the  limitation  placed  upon  size 
in  subsection  (3). 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  If  the  authors  of  the 
bill  are  willing  to  say  that  subsection 


(3)  does  qualify  subsection  (4),  I  am 
willing  to  withdraw  my  amendment 
forthwith.  However,  I  would  suggest 
to  the  Senate  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson! 
is  here,  and  the  Senator  who  answered 
his  query  is  here.  If  they  would  like  to 
repeat  their  statements,  I  shall  ask  the 
Senate  to  judge  for  itself  whether  my 
amendment  does  not  put  the  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  those  two  subsections  together. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes.  I  stated  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Virginia  that  this  part 
of  the  bill — and  I  refer  to  page  21,  sub¬ 
sections  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4) — was 
drafted  so  that  the  wording  of  the  sep¬ 
arate  subdivisions  would  constitute  an 
unrelated  provision  for  the  regulations 
which  the  bill  contemplates  would  be 
laid  down  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  that  each  subsection  would 
stand  on  its  own  feet  and  refer  to  the 
additional  responsibility  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  would  have  to  discharge  by  enu¬ 
merating  the  standards.  Under  that  in¬ 
terpretation  it  was  easy  for  me  to  tell 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  that  when  we 
read  No.  (4)  it  has  no  relation  to  No. 
(3),  and  that  it  was  to  be  judged  sep¬ 
arately  and  apart.  I  said  that.  The 
able  Senator  from  Oregon  gave  the  same 
opinion.  I  believe  a  reading  of  the 
language,  and  the  fact  that  each  one 
of  the  subdivisions  is  separate  in  par¬ 
agraph  form,  would  add  to  that  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  accepted  that  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  sponsors  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  bill,  and  he  feels  that  the 
pending  amendment  goes  far  beyond 
that.  As  pointed  out  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  it  takes  off  all  limitations. 
It  applies  not  only  to  the  intersections, 
in  which  the  Senator  from  Virginia  was 
interested,  but  everywhere  along  the 
line.  If  the  State,  by  permission  or 
law,  puts  no  limitation  on  it,  there  is  no 
limitation. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  so  that  I 
may  ask  him  a  question? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  First  I  wish  to  congratu¬ 
late  the  Senator  for  presenting  his 
amendment.  All  it  does  is  to  implement 
what  the  sponsors  of  section  12  said  was 
inherent  in  it.  All  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  is  seeking  to  do  is  to  exempt 
from  regulation  signs  which  are  au¬ 
thorized  under  State  law.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 
There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  lipservice 
rendered  to  the  idea  of  States  interest¬ 
ing  themselves  in  the  regulation  of  bill¬ 
boards.  All  the  amendment  does  is  to 
give  them  that  opportunity,  pursuant  to 
the  interpretation  placed  upon  these 
sections  by  the  authors  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  Senator  on  the  amendment.  I  hope 
it  will  be  adopted. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
my  time,  if  the  Senator  from  California 
is  willing  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
his  time. 
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Mi-.  KUCHEL.  I  have  in  mind  sug¬ 
gesting  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and, 
for  the  benefit  of  absent  Senators,  re¬ 
serving  only  1  or  2  or  3  minutes,  so  that 
the  opponents  and  proponents  of  the 
amendment  may  speak  very  briefly  be¬ 
fore  a  vote  is  had. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  should  like  to  ask - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  will  come  out  of  the  Senator’s  time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum,  with  the  understanding  that 
the  time  will  not  come  out  of  the  time 
allotted  to  either  side. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to 
agree,  if  the  Senator  from  California 
agreed,  to  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
his  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator  yields 
back  his  time,  no  unanimous  consent 
will  be  required  for  the  time  taken  for 
the  rollcall.  Am  I  to  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  not 
yielded  back  his  time,  if  the  Senator 
from  California  has  not  yielded  back  his 
time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  *  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  suggesting  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Has  my  unanimous- 
consent  request  been  granted  that  the 
time  be  not  charged  to  either  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
before  we  vote  on  the  amendment,  which 
goes  to  the  very  heart  of  the  bill,  I  wish 
to  make  a  brief  plea  to  the  members  of 
my  own  party.  I  have  been  a  Democrat 
all  my  life.  If  I  am  not  mistakefi,  I  am 
the  first  Democratic  Senator  from 'my 
State  in  40  years. 

Our  party  has  been  a  party  of  conser¬ 
vation.  I  urge  my  fellow  Democrats  not 
to  let  the  brand  of  billboards  be  put  on 
our  political  party.  I  have  heard  it 
said,  in  the  name  of  States  rights,  that 
we  must  not  pass  the  mildest  kind  of 
bill  to  provide  for  cooperative  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  States  to  regulate  sign¬ 
boards.  Yet  ours  is  the  party  which 
favored,  and  favored  strongly,  only  re¬ 
cently,  a  measure  which  tells  every  cot¬ 
ton  and  corn  fanner  how  many  acres 


he  can  plant  on  his  own  land.  Still,  we 
are  told  that  it  is  “Russia”  or  “Hitler”  to 
pass  the  mildest  kind  of  bill  to  regulate 
signboards  along  highways  for  which  the 
Federal  Government  puts  up  90  percent 
of  the  cost. 

In  my  opinion,  this  Is  an  issue  which 
the  people  across  the  broad  face  of  the 
land  understand,  and  understand  fully. 
The  women  in  the  garden  clubs  under¬ 
stand  the  issue.  So  do  the  men  in  the 
outdoor  clubs  and  wildlife  groups  and 
Audubon  Societies.  So  do  the  scout¬ 
masters  and  all  others  who  love  the 
countryside.  They  understand  the  is¬ 
sue,  and  they  understand  it  fully. 

In  this  country  the  boys  and  girls  in 
the  schools  are  taught  to  sing  America 
the  Beautiful.  I  hope  that  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party,  which  has  produced  such 
great  conservationists  as  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt,  and  many  others  in  our  tra¬ 
dition,  will  not  now  let  itself  become 
saddled  with  the  harness  of  the  billboard 
lobby. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

Mi-.  GORE  Mr.  President,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  I  regard  this 
as  a  test  vote.  If  the  amendment  should 
be  adopted,  then  the  Senate  will  be  in  the 
unusual  position  of  authorizing  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  States,  by  which  the 
States  will  be  entitled  to  incentive  pay¬ 
ments,  while  directing  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  if  he  issues  standards  to  be  incor¬ 
porated  in  those  agreements,  must 
provide  for  the  erection  of  billboards 
“regardless  of  size.”  That  is  a  quotation 
from  the  amendment.  — ' 

Does  the  Senate  want  to  place  itself 
in  the  anomolous  position  of  holding  out 
the  possibility  of  States  receiving  one- 
half  of  1  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Highway  System — for  doing 
what?  For  purchasing  advertising  ease¬ 
ments  which  would  permit  the  erection 
of  signs  regardless  Of  size. 

Of  what  value  would  be  the  easement 
the  States  would  purchase,  if  there  is 
permitted  the  erection  of  signs  regard¬ 
less  of  size?  Yet  that  is  the  position  the 
Senate  will  take  if  it  votes  for  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  call  this  vote  a  test  of  whether 
the  Senate  wants  to  bring  about  reason¬ 
able  regulation  of  outdoor  advertising  on 
the  new  system  of  interstate  and  defense 
highways  “to  promote  the  safety,  con¬ 
venience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel 
and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce 
and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways.” 

Two  years  ago  the  Senate  passed  a  bill 
which  provided  that  in  order  for  the 
States  to  qualify  for  90  percent  reim¬ 
bursement  of  the  cost  of  the  new  system 
of  expressways,  the  States  must  limit  ac¬ 
cess  to  those  highways.  That  means 
that  although  a  man  lives  beside  the 
highway,  although  he  owns  a  farm  along¬ 
side  which  the  highway  passes^although 
he  has  a  business  adjacent  to  il,  he  is  not 
permitted  to  enter  upon  the  highway 
freely.  He  must  proceed  1,  2,  3,  or  5 
miles  to  a  cloverleaf,  to  a  point  of  access, 
where  he  can  enter  the  stream  of  traffic 
under  regulated  conditions,  with  safety 


to  himself  and  the  stream  of  traffic  into 
which  he  will  enter. 

How  does  it  happen  that  we  can  deny 
to  a  farmer  who  lives  beside  a  public 
highway  the  right  to  use  the  highway  ex¬ 
cept  under  regulated  conditions,  yet  be 
asked  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  in  the  promulgation  of  standards, 
to  provide  for  the  erection  of  billboards 
regardless  of  size? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  2  more 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  How  does  it  happen  that 
the  Senate,  which  has,  in  the  name  of 
safety  and  national  defense,  passed  a  bill 
to  provide  a  system  of  expressways  of 
limited  access  which  denies  to  a  business¬ 
man  the  right  to  the  full  use  of  the  high¬ 
way,  but  instead  requires  him  to  enter 
the  highway  under  regulated  conditions, 
will  not,  if  it  votes  for  the  amendment, 
require  the  outdoor  advertising  industry 
to  be  regulated  also?  Regulated  for 
what?  For  safety,  for  the  free  and  rapid 
flow  of  traffic,  for  the  same  reasons  for 
which  we  denied  the  farmers,  homeown¬ 
ers,  and  businessmen  the  right  of  free 
access  to  the  highways. 

Yes,  I  think  the  Senate  should  pause, 
think,  and  ask  itself  why  it  would  im¬ 
pose  a  limitation  of  access  on  every  per¬ 
son  who  uses  the  highways,  except  pos¬ 
sibly  the  outdoor  advertising  industry. 
Is  that  the  position  the  Senate  wants  to 
take?  It  is  not  the  position  which  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  will  take. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
expired. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  5  minutes 
to  me? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  greatly  amused  at 
the  mental  agony  and  physical  pain  of 
the  sponsors  of  section  12,  now  that  they 
are  face  to  face  with  a  provision  that 
does  no  more  than  they  themselves  have 
said  was  inherent  in  the  language  of 
section  12. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neu- 
berger]  was  offended  and  outraged  that 
certain  provisions  were  referred  to  as 
being  on  a  par  with  the  action  of  Hitler 
and  Russia.  I  am  the  one  who  referred 
to  them.  I  was  referring  to  the  proposal 
to  have  the  Federal  Government  take 
from  private  citizens  vested  property 
rights  without  paying  for  them. 

.  Mr.  President,  where  else  in  the  civi¬ 
lized  world  are  parliamentary  authori¬ 
ties  seriously  considering  such  a  legisla¬ 
tive  enactment?  One  would  have  to  go 
to  Russia  or  some  place  like  that  to  find 
where  the  government  would  wish  to 
take  from  the  private  citizens  their  prop¬ 
erty  rights  without  paying  for  them. 

Yet  the  sponsors  of  this  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  have  stated  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  under  this  proposal  there 
would  be  created  a  situation  in  which 
the  Federal  Government  would  pay 
money  to  the  States,  in  return  for  action 
by  the  States  to  acquire  these  rights, 
either  by  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
or  by  means  of  the  police  power.  I  sub- 
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i-nit,  that  such  a  procedure  would  be  the 
procedure  which  one  would  find  followed 
only  in  Russia  or  in  some  country  like  it. 

The  Senator  said  that  2  years  ago  the 
Senate  voted  for  a  bill  to  limit  access 
roads.  He  said  that  measure  took  from 
the  property  owners  along  the  right-of- 
way  the  right  of  access  by  their  custom¬ 
ers  and  prospective  purchasers.  That  is 
true.  Mr.  President,  do  you  know  why 
that  was  done?  It  was  done  because 
under  the  lashing  whip  exercised  by  the 
great  Senator  George  of  Georgia,  even 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
himself,  fled  in  terror  from  sponsoring 
this  very  amendment.  This  billboard 
amendment  was  in  that  bill,  2  years  ago. 
At  that  time  the  Senator  from  Georgia 
said,  “You  shall  not  do  this  to  the  people 
of  my  State  and  not  pay  them  for  it.” 

Here  is  what  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  said  at  that  time,  2  years  ago: 

Mr.  Gore.  Pew  bills  of  the  magnitude  of 
S.  1048  have  ever  been  before  the  Congress. 
It  may  be  that  the  committee  has  erred  in 
Including  a  provision  which  is  extraneous  to 
highway  legislation.  The  committee  was 
undertaking  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of 
lands  by  the  States. 

At  that  time  the  proposal  was  to  pur¬ 
chase  those  rights.  But  now  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  that  they  be  taken  from  the  owners 
by  means  of  the  police  power. 

Then  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
said: 

As  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  I  have 
conferred  with  members  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  and  we  are  unanimous  in  our  feeling 
that  such  a  small  matter  as  this  should  not 
in  any  way  endanger  the  bill. 

On  that  occasion,  2  years  ago,  he  was 
referring  to  the  billboard  amendment. 

Then  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
said: 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  without  losing  his  right  to  the  floor, 
may  yield  to  the  junior  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Thurmond]  to  propose  an 
amendment  which  I  believe  will  be  agreed 
to  without  objection. 

Mr.  President,  what  was  the  amend¬ 
ment?  It  was  the  same  one  that  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  are  sponsoring  now,  namely,  to 
strike  the  billboard  provisions  from  the 
highway  construction  bill. 

So,  2  years  ago,  that  language  was 
stricken  from  the  bill.  After  it  was 
stricken  from  the  bill,  the  bill  was 
passed.  That  bill  did  not  permit  the 
property  owners  along  the  highway  to 
have  the  right  to  have  their  customers 
have  access  to  their  places  of  business 
before  they  went  to  the  cloverleaf;  but 
the  bill  did  not  deprive  the  property 
owners  of  the  right  to  put  up  signs  there, 
to  tell  their  customers  how  to  reach  the 
cleverleaf  and  then  to  reach  their  places 
of  business. 

So  2  years  ago,  these  Senators  took 
steps  to  provide  that  the  customers 
would  not  be  able  to  reach  the  places  of 
business  along  the  highway  without 
going  to  the  cloverleaf.  But  then  the 
Senator  fled  in  terror  from  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  have  deprived  the 
owner  of  the  right  to  erect  a  sign  to  tell 


the  customers  how  to  go  to  the  clover¬ 
leaf  and  then  to  reach  the  owner’s  place 
of  business. 

But  now,  in  the  name  of  esthetics, 
whatever  it  may  be,  and  however  it  may 
be  spelled - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  The  time  yielded 
to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  to  yield  1  more 
minute  to  me. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized 
for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  KERR.  So,  Mr.  President,  now, 
in  the  name  of  culture  and  esthetics, 
these  Senators  are  asking  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  to  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  they,  themselves,  asked  the 
Senate  to  strike  out,  2  years  ago. 

Mi*.  President,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  provide^  only 
that  if  a  billboard  is  permitted  or  auth¬ 
orized  by  State  law,  it  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  police  power,  the  pistol- 
toting  power,  and  the  regulatory  power 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  should 
be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  yield  me  some  time? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  whenever  an  amendment  is 
offered  by  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska], 
my  natural  impulse  is  to  favor  it. 
Whenever  I  hear  the  able  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  wave  the  flag,  I 
always  seek  an  opportunity  to  get  right 
behind  him  in  the  procession  and  to  go 
down  the  road  with  him. 

But  in  this  instance  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ate  should  realize  what  the  issue  is.  The 
pending  amendment  would  not  strike 
the  billboard  provision  from  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment.  Senators  who  vote  for 
the  pending  amendment  will  not  be 
voting  to  strike  the  billboard  provision 
from  the  committee  amendment.  The 
vote  which  soon  will  be  taken  will  be  on 
the  question  of  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
which  proposes  that  certain  language  of 
the  committee  amendment  be  changed. 

Let  me  read  the  language  which  would 
be  changed  by  means  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  It  is  to 
be  found  on  page  21,  following  the  pro¬ 
visions  about  permitting  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  States.  I  read  now  from  page 
21,  beginning  with  line  21: 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  in¬ 


consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  Interest  of 
the  traveling  public — 

Mr.  President,  under  that  provision  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  would  have  to 
insure  that  the  agreements  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  signs  “erected  or  maintained 
pursuant  to  authorization  in  State  law 
and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  and 
designed  to  give  information  in  the  spe¬ 
cific  interest  of  the  traveling  public.” 

The  agreement  would  have  to  permit 
such  signs.  If  the  States  qualified  under 
this  provision,  they  would  be  entitled 
to  receive  an  additional  one -half  of  1 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  projects  cov¬ 
ered  by  the  agreement. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  proposes 
to  strike  out  that  language,  and  to  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  a  requirement  that 
the  agreement  with  the  States  permits 
signs  to  be  erected  and  maintained  pur¬ 
suant  to  permission  or  authorization  un¬ 
der  State  law,  regardless  of  the  size  of 
the  signs,  when  designed  to  give  infor¬ 
mation  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

The  pending  amendment  would  strike 
out  the  requirement  that  the  signs  not 
be  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy. 
The  amendment  would  remove  that  pro¬ 
vision;  and,  by  means  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  if  a  State  passed  a  law  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  signs,  regardless  of  size,  the 
State  could  still  qualify  for  the  proposed 
additional  payment. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  interested  in 
the  partisan  aspects  of  this  matter,  and 
I  am  sorry  such  aspects  were  raised. 

But  I  am  interested  in  protecting  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  and  the 
so-called  trust  fund  for  the  construction 
of  highways. 

Are  States  to  be  entitled  to  receive  an 
additional  one-half  of  1  percent  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  signing  of  an  agreement  which 
will  leave  to  the  States  the  definition  of 
the  policy  and  will  permit  them  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  erection  of  signs,  regardless 
of  their  size?  Why  should  the  States  be 
paid  anything  at  all,  in  that  event?  Why 
should  there  be  imposed  on  the  Federal 
Treasury  the  burden  of  paying  an  addi¬ 
tional  one-half  of  1  percent  under  such 
circumstances? 

The  cost  of  the  program  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  variously  at  from  $100  million  to 
$200  millon,  or  perhaps  more.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  cost  will  be;  in  any  event 
it  could  amount  to  millions  of  dollars. 

However,  if  signs,  regardless  of  their 
size,  are  to  be  permitted,  why  should  the 
States  be  paid  anything?  Why  should 
they  be  paid  the  one-half  of  1  percent 
under  those  circumstances  ?  Why  should 
there  be  such  a  sharing  of  the  cost  of 
purchasing  these  rights,  if  the  States  are 
to  be  permitted  to  prescribe  the  stand¬ 
ards  and  if  there  is  not  to  be  a  require¬ 
ment  that  they  shall  be  consistent  with 
the  policy  of  regulating  billboards? 

Mr.  President,  if  Senators  do  not  want 
the  billboard  section  included  in  the 
committee  amendment,  let  Senators  vote 
for  the  amendment  which  will  be  called 
up  later  on;  I  refer  to  the  amendment  to 
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strike  out  that  entire  section  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment. 

But  Senators  who  favor  striking  from 
the  committee  amendment  the  entire 
billboard  section  should  not  vote  for 
an  amendment  which  provides  that  the 
States  shall  be  paid  an  additional  one- 
half  of  1  percent  of  $37  million,  or  what¬ 
ever  the  cost  may  be,  but  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  standards  which  the  States  must 
meet  or  comply  with,  and  permits  the 
States  to  pass  laws  permitting  the  erec¬ 
tion  of  signs,  regardless  of  their  size. 

Mr.  President,  why  should  Senators  ' 
vote  for  an  amendment  which  would 
require  that  the  States  be  paid  some¬ 
thing  for  nothing? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  expired. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
3  minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  should  like  to  reiter¬ 
ate  the  reason  for  the  amendment  being 
proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
is  the  construction  placed  on  the  bill  by 
the  authors  thereof,  as  declared  a  little 
earlier  today. 

On  page  21  of  the  bill,  subsection  (3) 
provides  a  limitation  of  500  square 
inches  on  the  size  of  signs. 

It  was  said  earlier  today  that  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  500  square  inches  provided  in 
subsection  (3)  does  not  apply  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (4),  notwithstanding  the  use,  in 
section  (4),  of  the  language,  “Signs 
erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  au¬ 
thorization  in  State  law  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section.’' 

The  effect  of  that  interpretation  of  the 
language  is  that  subsection  (4)  has  no 
limitation  as  to  the  size  of  signs. 

All  I  want  to  do  is  simply  say  that 
in  so  many  words.  I  cannot  understand 
all  the  agitation  about  the  deep  impli¬ 
cations  of  the  language  I  have  proposed, 
when  all  I  am  trying  to  do  is  put  in  pre¬ 
cise  and  clear  language  what  the  au¬ 
thors  of  the  bill  themselves  say  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  bill  now. 

I  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  back 
the  time  remaining  to  him? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  time  remaining  to  me, 
and  I  do  so. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  been  yielded  back.  The 
question  is  on*  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska].  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Allott 

Anderson 

Barrett 

Beall 


Bennett 

Bible 

Bricker 

Bush 

Butler 


Byrd 
C'arlson 
Carroll 
Case,  N.  J. 
Case,  S.  Dak. 


Chavez 

Jackson 

Payne 

Church 

Javits 

Potter 

Clark 

Johnson.  Tex. 

Proxmire 

Cooper 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Purtell 

Cotton.  ^ 

Kefauver 

Revercomb 

Curtis 

Kennedy 

Robertson 

Dirksen 

Kerr 

Russell 

Douglas 

Knowland 

Saltonstall 

Dworshak 

Kuchel 

SchoeppeL 

Eastland 

Langer 

Scott 

Ervin 

Lausche 

Smathers 

Flanders 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Frear 

Malone 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Fulbright 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Goldwater 

Martin,  Iowa 

Stennis 

Gore 

Martin,  Pa. 

Symington 

Green 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Hayden 

McNamara 

Thurmond 

Hennings 

Morse 

Thye 

Hickenlooper 

Morton 

Watkins 

Hill 

Mundt 

Wiley 

Hoblitzell 

Murray 

Williams 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Yarborough 

Hruska 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Pastore 

Young 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  absent  on  official  business 
attending  the  Interparliamentary  Con¬ 
ference  as  a  delegate  to  the  conference 
from  the  Senate. 

The  Senators  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender  and  Mr.  Long]  are  officially  ab¬ 
sent  attending  the  burial  services  of  the 
late  Congressman  George  P.  Long. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska].  On  this  ques¬ 
tion  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  or¬ 
dered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  role. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  absent  on  official  business 
attending  the  Interparliamentary  Con¬ 
ference  as  a  delegate  to  the  conference 
from  the  Senate. 

The  Senators  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender  and  Mr.  Long]  are  officially 
absent  attending  the  burial  services  of 
the  late  Congressman  George  P.  Long. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart] 
is  absent  because  of  illness. 


The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape¬ 
hart]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  If  present- 
and  voting  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Jenner]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  LMr.  Humphrey].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31, 


nays  58,  as  follows: 

Bennett 

YEAS— 31 

Holland 

Russell 

Butler 

Hruska 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Scott 

Curtis 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Malone 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thurmond 

Frear 

Martin,  Pa. 

Yarborough 

Goldwater 

McClellan 

Young 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Hill 

Potter 

Aiken 

NAYS— 58 
Fulbright 

Murray 

AUott 

Gore 

Neuberger 

Anderson 

Green 

O’Mahoney 

Barrett 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hennings 

Payne 

Bible 

Hoblitzell 

Proxmire 

Bricker 

Ives 

Purtell 

Bush 

Jackson 

Revercomb 

Byrd 

Javits 

Robertson 

C'arlson 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Carroll 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Case,  N.  J. 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kuchel 

Smith.  N.  J. 

Church 

Langer 

Symington 

Clark 

Lausche 

Thye 

Cooper 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Wiley 

Douglas 

McNamara 

Williams 

Dworshak 

Morse 

Flanders 

Morton 

NOT  VOTING— 

-7 

Bridges  > 

Humphrey 

Monroney 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Ellender 

Long 

So  Mr.  Hruska’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Knowland]  to  lay  on  the  table  the 
motion  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  forward  an  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  21K 
line  13,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
words  “provide  for”  and  to  insert. the 
words  “include  only  the  following  four 
types  of  signs  and  no  signs  advertising 
illegal  activities.” 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 
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How  much  time  does  the  Senator  allot 
himself? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  shall  allot  my¬ 
self  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  purpose  of 
the  amendment  is  to  eliminate  a  clearly 
unconstitutional  provision  of  the  bill. 

It  is  recognized  that  when  Congress 
delegates  away  its  power  to  regulate  any 
activity  within  its  jurisdiction,  Congress 
must  set  forth  the  standards  which  are 
to  guide  the  person  writing  the  regula¬ 
tions. 

The  amendment  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  conveys  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  the  power  to  make  regulations— 
the  power  and  the  discretion  to  provide 
what  the  regulations  shall  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  May  we 
have  order,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order,  so  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  can  be  heard. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

The  amendment  as  reported  by  the 
committee  provides  only  four  classes  of 
standards  which  are  mandatory  upon 
the  Secretary.  Otherwise,  there  is  no 
limitation  upon  what  the  Secretary  may 
do.  It  is  perfectly  simple  to  realize  this 
is  true  by  reading  the  language. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  not  be  important 
to  Members  of  Congress  whether  we  dele¬ 
gate  our  power,  but  I  think  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  for  Members  of  the  Senate  to  give 
attention  while  a  matter  of  such  great 
importance  is  being  presented.  It  is  no 
wonder  that  Congress  is  losing  its  power, 
when  Members  do  not  take  the  time  to 
pay  attention  to  proposals  which  are 
being  made. 

This  is  a  serious  argument.  Let  me 
read  to  the  Senate  the  language  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  6  on  page  21: 

It  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or 
devices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  should  be  regulated —  { 

And  so  forth.  Regulated  how? 

Mr.  STENNTS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order?  Will  the  Chair  request  those 
carrying  on  conversations  and  milling 
about  please  to  retire? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Attaches  who 
are  at  the  rear  and  sides  of  the  Chamber 
will  please  retire  from  the  Chamber  in 
order  that  Senators  may  hear  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  this  time  shall  not  be  assessed 
against  my  10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
taken  by  the  Chair  will  not  be  assessed 
against  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
here  is  language  declaring  that  a  na¬ 
tional  policy  should  be  adopted  for  the 
regulation  of  billboard  signs,  but  it  does 
not  say  how  that  policy  is  to  be  formed, 
until  we  reach  the  next  phrase,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

Consistent  with  national  standards— 


That  sounds  good,  and  it  is  fine;  but 
who  is  to  determine  those  standards? — 
to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary — 

Here  is  a  plain,  clear,  lucid,  delegation 
to  the  Secretary  of  'Commerce  of  the 
congressional  power  to  regulate  signs. 

The  sentence  continues — 
to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  which  shall  provide  for — 

Then  follow  four  distinct  categories.  If 
this  language  had  been  prepared  in  such 
form  as  to  say  “which  shall  provide  for 
only”  the  four  categories,  that  would  be 
a  limitation  upon  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary.  But  the  word  “only”  is  not 
there.  The  Secretary  may  allow  any 
other  kind  of  category  which  he  deems 
it  proper  to  allow. 

The  amendment  which  I  propose  is 
simply  an  amendment  which  would 
strike  out  “provide  for”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “include  only  the  following 
four  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  adver¬ 
tising  illegal  activities”. 

Under  the  language  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  reported,  it  would  be  per¬ 
fectly  possible  for  the  Secretary  to 
authorize  the  use  of  signs  advertising  il¬ 
legal  businesses.  There  is  no  question 
whatever  about  it. 

What  I  ask  the  Senator  in  charge  of 
the  bill  to  do  is  to  accept  this  amend¬ 
ment,  which  merely  declares  the  policy 
of  Congress  to  regulate  for  itself,  and  to 
establish  the  fixed  standards  which  must 
guide  the  Secretary. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
without  the  slightest  reservation,  that  if 
the  committee  amendment  goes  into  the 
bill  without  some  such  change  as  I  am 
proposing,  the  billboard  advertisers 
whom  it  is  desired  to  control  will  break 
it  down  in  the  first  test  case  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  courts. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  able  Senator  from 
Wyoming  possesses  far  more  knowledge 
of  constitutional  law  than  is  in  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee.  Even  so,  I  venture  to  suggest 
that  the  provision  to  which  the  Senator 
has  addressed  his  remarks  is  on  all  fours 
with  a  provision  of  the  Highway  Act  of 
1956. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  is 
now  saying  to  me  what  he  said  in  our 
fprivate  discussion  this  afternoon.  He  is 
citing  the  engineering  standards  which 
have  been  established.  I  think  there  is 
no  real  relationship  between  the  two, 
and  I  say  to  the  Senator  in  all  sincerity, 
in  all  candor,  and  in  all  earnestness, 
that  the  wise  thing  for  him  to  do  now 
is  to  accept  this  amendment  and  take  it 
to  conference.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
there  will  be  available  in  the  conference 
constitutional  advice  far  better  than  my 
own,  which  will  prevail  upon  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  accept  the  amendment  and  write 
it  into  the  law. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Of  course. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  provides,  in  subsection 
(i)  of  section  108: 


The  geometric  and  construction  standards 
to  be  adopted  for  the  Interstate  System  shall 
be  those  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  in  cooperation  with  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments. 

The  pending  provision  would  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  not  to 
regulate,  but  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  States,  under  which  agreements 
the  States  themselves  would  undertake  to 
regulate  - — 

Mr.  O  ’M  AH  ONE  Y.  Oh,  the  Senator 
does  not  mean  that.  The  language  in 
the  bill  makes  it  clear  that  the  State 
laws  must  be  in  accordance  with  the 
policy  and  the  standards  of  this  section. 

Mr.  GORE.  For  what  purpose? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  say  again  to  the 
Senator  that  this  is  a  question  much 
bigger  than  billboards.  This  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  right  of  Congress  to  write  the 
laws  of  the  Nation. 

We  complain  about  judge-made  laws. 
We  complain  about  the  delegation  of 
power  to  the  Executive.  The  bill  would 
vest  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
the  underlings  appointed,  under  civil 
service  or  otherwise,  power  to  take  over 
the  entire  administration  of  the  law. 

We  should  not  surrender  our  own 
power.  If  we  pretend  to  be  the  leaders 
of  the  free  world,  we  should  be  striving 
to  preserve  government  by  the  people; 
and  when  the  people’s  representatives 
give  up  government  by  the  people,  when 
they  undertake  to  delegate  away  their 
power  without  writing  definite  and  com¬ 
plete  standards  which  they  themselves 
impose,  there  is  no  question  as  to  what 
will  happen. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  GORE.  With  great  deference* 
and  respect  for  the  ability,  knowledge, 
and  erudition  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming,  I  submit  that  it  is 
my  opinion  that  the  provision  consti¬ 
tutes  a  reasonable  delegation  of  power 
by  congressional  enactment,  with  spe¬ 
cific  directions  that  the  standards  to  be 
promulgated  shall  provide  for — 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

And  Ihe  types  of  signs  described  in 
subparagraphs  (3)  and  (4). 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  permit  me  to  interrupt 
him? 

Mr.  GORE.  Certainly. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  It  is  idle  for  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  and  for  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  to  argue  this 
matter  back  and  forth  now.  Senators 
are  not  listening  or  paying  attention  to 
the  discussion.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  I  are  talking  for  our  own 
enjoyment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Several  Senators  are 
listening. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Several  Senators 
may  be  listening,  but  I  hear  conversa¬ 
tions  going  on  all  around  us. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  some  of  the 
conversations  may  be  the  conversations 
of  attaches  of  Senators,  rather  than  of 
Senators. 
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Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  What  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  the  Senator  to  do - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  has 
expired. 

Mr.  O’MAKONEY.  I  yield  myself  2 
more  minutes.  What  I  am  in  all  sin¬ 
cerity  asking  the  Senator  to  do  is  to 
take  the  amendment  to  conference  and 
give  it  consideration  there,  where  it  can 
be  considered  with  the  aid  of  constitu¬ 
tional  lawyers. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  say  in  all  candor  that, 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  would  have 
no  objection  to  the  amendment.  How¬ 
ever,  the  subcommittee  desired,  as  I 
understand  the  action  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  to  provide  for  standards  to  be 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  which  would  allow,  under  certain 
conditions  consistent  with  the  national 
policy  herein  outlined,  certain  outdoor 
advertising.  The  adoption  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  would  make  the  bill 
somewhat  more  restrictive  than  it  is  at 
present.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  will  agree  that  if  his  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  the  standards - 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  is 
proving  my  argument.  All  he  is  saying 
is  that  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  under  the  committee 
amendment  is  so  broad  that  it  is  broader 
than  he  knows. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  not  exactly  what 
the  junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  is 
saying.  If  the  Senator  will  permit  me  to 
proceed  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  am  happy  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  was  undertaking  to  say 
that  the  Senator’s  amendment  would 
restrict  the  standards  so  as  to  limit  signs 
to  the  types  described  in' subparagraphs 
(1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  on  page  21;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  That  is  a  confes¬ 
sion  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that 
the  standards  have  not  been  set  forth  to 
guide  the  Secretary.  That  is  precisely 
what  I  am  saying. 

Mr.  GORE.  Whether  it  is  a  confes¬ 
sion  or  not,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Of  course  it  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Then  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment  would  mean  that  the 
standards  which  are  to  be  the  subject  of 
agreements  could  not  provide  for  com¬ 
mercial  advertisements  other  than  of  the 
types  and  under  the  conditions  described 
in  subparagraphs  (1),  (2),  (3),  and  (4). 
If  the  Senate  desires  to  take  such  action, 
I  certainly  shall  not  object,  but  I  cannot, 
on  behalf  of  the  subcommittee,  accept 
the  amendment,  because  I  believe  it  was 
the  intent  of  the  subcommittee  that, 
wherever  signs  could  be  erected  so  as  not 
to  impair  the  safety  of  the  traffic,  or  mar 
the  beauty  of  the  landscape,  or  obstruct 
the  view  of  some  historic  point,  and  so  as 
to  be  consistent  with  national  policy,  the 
standards  should  make  provision  for 
them,  under  appropriate  regulations. 
Although  I  am  not  inclined  sincerely 
and  strenuously  to  resist  the  Senator’s 
amendment  from  personal  conviction,  I 


nevertheless  am  not  in  a  position  to 
accept  it  as  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  has  allotted  to  himself 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  How  much  time 
is  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  has  18  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  I  yield  5  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  allow  me  merely  to  ask  a 
question? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Certainly.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  wishes  sin¬ 
cerely  to  have  a  bill  which  will  with¬ 
stand  constitutional  challenge.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Which  will  stand 
up  in  court;  yes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  where,  in 
the  section  dealing  with  billboards,  is 
there  a  limitation  upon  the  extent  to 
which  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
go  in  prescribing  the  standards? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  will  find 
them  on  page  20,  in  lines  23,  24,  and  25, 
and  on  page  21,  in  the  first  line.  The 
objective  of  the  standards  must  be  “to 
promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free 
flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  public  investment  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways.’’  That  is  the  policy  upon 
which  the  regulation  of  commercial  ad¬ 
vertising  or  outdoor  advertising  would 
be  based. 

The  committee  sought  to  make  specific 
provision  for  directional  signs,  for  offi¬ 
cial  signs,  for  signs  advertising  the  sale 
of  property  erected  on  the  property  for 
sale,  and  for  the  advertisement  of  busi¬ 
ness  being  conducted  in  the  general  area 
of  the  signs.  I  submit  to  the  able  Sena¬ 
tor  that  in  my  opinion  that  is  a  reason¬ 
able  delineation  and  description  of  the 
authority  here  sought  to  be  delegated. 
The  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Wyoming  disagrees  with  that  point  of 
view.  He  contends  that  it  is  not  suffi¬ 
ciently  delineated  to  meet  the  consti¬ 
tutional  test  of  delegation  of  authority. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  it  does.  However, 
I  must  say  that  it  is  with  humility  that 
I  match  my  judgment  against  the  won¬ 
derful  ability,  experience,  and  training 
of  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  that  the  provisions  in 
subparagraphs  1,  2,  3,  and  4  must  be 
mandatorily  included  within  the  stand¬ 
ards. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  standards  must  pro¬ 
vide  for  subsections  1,  2,  3,  and  4. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Beyond  that  there  is  a 
discretionary  power  vested  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  adopt  such  stand¬ 
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ards  as  he  may  deem  proper,  provided 
he  stays  within  the  limitation  set  forth 
in  lines  23,  24,  and  25  on  page  20,  and 
in  line  1  on  page  21.  That  limitation  is 
that  no  standards  shall  be  adopted  un¬ 
less  they  “promote  the  safety,  con¬ 
venience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel 
and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  protect  the  public  investment 
in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways.” 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  believes 
that  that  limitation  is  adequate  to  cir¬ 
cumscribe  the  Secretary"  nf  Commerce 
and  keep  him  within  a  ceiling  and  a 
floor,  and  thus  comply  with  the  constitu¬ 
tional  inhibition  against  Congress  dele¬ 
gating  legislative  power  to  the  executive 
branch.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  my  opinion;  and 
I  have  cited  the  precedent  of  the  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956,  which  likewise  delegates 
authority  for  the  promulgation  of  stand¬ 
ards  with  which  the  States  must  comply 
in  order  to  qualify  for  Federal  aid  in  the 
construction  of  the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  knows  how 
deeply  interested  I  am  in  the  success 
of  his  efforts  to  retain  section  (12)  in 
the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  has  expired. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  time  is  controlled  by 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  has  some  time  in  opposition,  I 
believe. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  hope  it  will  be  possible, 
on  the  floor,  to  make  an  arrangement 
which  will  satisfy  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
even  though  that  is  not  always  a  very 
satisfactory  way  to  operate.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  point  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming.  I  call  this  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee — by  asking  him  to  look  at  page  21, 
lines  11  and  12 — “should  be  regulated, 
consistent  with  national  standards  to  be 
prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.” 

I  fear,  as  does  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming,  that  when  we  tell  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  prepare  national  stand¬ 
ards,  we  are  delegating  power  which 
may  be  unconstitutional.  That  phrase 
limits  the  national  standards  and  gives 
the  Secretary  the  right  to  prepare  and 
promulgate  the  national  standards. 

While  I  cannot  say  I  am  entirely 
in  accord  with  the  language  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming,  because  I 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  study  it 
carefully.  I  think  it  might  be  the  part 
of  wisdom  to  accept  the  amendment  and 
take  it  to  conference,  where  the  whole 
matter  can  be  worked  out  better. 

The  amendment,  in  my  opinion, 
strengthens  the  bill.  I  know  the  Sena- 
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tor  wants  to  see  the  bill  strengthened. 
So  do  I.  I  suggest  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  accept  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  in  the 
interest  of  getting  a  bill  which  will  not 
be  subject  to  any  constitutional  objec¬ 
tion  whatever. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  have  listened  with 
great  interest  to  the  colloquy.  I  agree 
with  the  comments  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  has  made.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  drafting  a  better  bill  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  and  also  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  consider  accepting 
the  amendment,  which,  as  I  understand, 
restricts  the  promulgation  of  rules  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  the  four 
enumerated  paragraphs  which  are  set 
forth  on  page  21,  plus  a  recognition  of 
the  proposal  to  eliminate  signs  which 
advertise  illegal  businesses.  To  that 
extent,  I  suggest  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  may  say  finally,  and 
then  I  shall  desist,  that  there  should  also 
be  an  escape  clause  which  would  pro¬ 
tect  those  of  us  who  want  to  give  all 
possible  flexibility  to  the  States.  Noth¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would 
do  pursuant  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  could  be  effec¬ 
tive  unless  the  State  agreed. 

So  we  are  not  really  providing  a  stiffer 
and  more  arbitrary  power,  but  are  pre¬ 
scribing  the  standards,  because  the 
States  will  have  to  agree  to  them ;  other¬ 
wise  nothing  will  happen.  That  is  a 
helpful  escape  clause,  which  may  per¬ 
suade  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  of 
the  desirability  of  accepting  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  wich  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  California,  who  is  my  co¬ 
sponsor,  and  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  a  question  about  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  know  it  is  submitted  in  the  best  of 
faith  by  the  able  Senator  from  Wyoming, 
whom  all  of  us  recognize  and  respect 
as  a  great  authority  on  the  constitutional 
aspects  of  any  legal  question.  I  know 
that  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  is  most 
eager  to  assist  in  developing  a  bill  which 
will  stand  any  court  test  to  which  it 
might  be  subjected. 

One  question  I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  California  and  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  is  this - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  5  more  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  who  I 
understand  has  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  regard  the  opin¬ 
ions  of  my  colleagues  in  this  respect — • 
indeed,  in  all  respects — as  being  far  more 


authoritative  than  mine.  Is  it  their 
opinion  that  the  proposal  might  put  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  too  much  of  a 
straitjacket  regarding  the  rules  which  he 
promulgates,  or  do  they  think  it  still  will 
leave  sufficient  latitude  to  him  so  that, 
within  reasonable  administrative  limits 
he  can  set  forth  logical  rules  for  the 
protection  of  the  roadside?  That  is  the 
main  question  in  my  mind.  I  want  my 
cosponsor  and  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  to  answer  the  question,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  it  is  pertinent. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  will  permit  me  to  answer,  I 
think,  based  on  my  own  limited  experi¬ 
ence  as  a  lawyer,  that  implicit  in  the  bill 
as  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  I 
drafted  it  is  the  theory  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  in  promulgating  rules 
and  regulations  must  be  guided  by  the 
rule  of  reason.  His  discharge  of  his  re¬ 
sponsibilities  under  the  national  policy 
which  is  set  forth  would  have  to  be  in  a 
reasonable  fashion. 

To  the  extent,  however,  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wyoming,  in  his  proposal, 
recognizes  the  4  specific  fields  in  which 
regulation  must  be  made,  and  recogniz¬ 
ing  them,  ties  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  down  to  regulation  in  those  4  fields 
exclusively,  he  has,  if  not  fettered,  at 
least  restricted  the  Secretary’s  area  for 
regulation. 

But  I  must  say  that  in  enumerating 
the  4  sections,  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
and  I  endeavored,  with  the  help  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  to  indicate  the 
4  important  fields  in  which  regulation 
could  be  met. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  If  the  conferees 
believe  there  should  be  more  than  4  cate¬ 
gories,  I  will  have  no  objection.  All  I 
want  is  to  have  Congress,  not  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  declare  what  the  categories  are. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  I  find  myself  in  a  somewhat 
anomalous  position.  The  subcommittee 
has  taken  a  position.  I  have  been  told 
that  all  members  of  the  subcommittee 
who  are  readily  available,  including  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  the 
ranking  Democrat  on  the  committee,  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  all  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  available  on  the  floor,  save 
one,  approve  of  accepting  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  two  coauthors  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  suggest  the  acceptance  of  the 
amendment. 

I  suppose  under  those  terms,  because 
one  member  of  the  committee  objects, 
I  am  hardly  at  liberty  to  accept  it.  I 
suggest  that  the  Senate  vote. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  invite  the  Senator’s 
attention  to  the  great  service  rendered 
by  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  by  offer¬ 
ing  his  amendment.  By  the  wording  of 
the  bill  itself,  by  the  standards  set  forth 
on  page  21,  subsection  (a),  the  commit¬ 
tee  itself  may  have  placed  a  limitation 
by  referring  to  4  categories  of  signs.  It 
may  be  considered  advisable  to  extencT or 
broaden  the  categories.  I  think  they 


ought  to  be  broadened.  That  is  why  I 
think  a  service  has  been  rendered  by  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

If  this  bill  goes  to  conference,  I  would 
not  wish  to  be  bound  by  it,  because  I 
think  there  is  a  more  serious  question  in¬ 
volved  than  that  sought  to  be  covered  by 
the  amendment.  I  know  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  made  a  statement  con- 
ce'rning  it  this  morning  concerning  the 
broad  purposes  of  this  bill.1  The  lan¬ 
guage  on  line  5,  page  22,  provides  that  any 
such  agreement  shall  include  provisions 
for  the  regulation  and  control  of  the  four 
categories  of  signs.  I  think  that  provi¬ 
sion  should  be  broadened  and  not  re¬ 
stricted  but  may  be  unintentionally  re¬ 
stricted  in  the  bill. 

In  line  9,  the  language  reads,  “may  in¬ 
clude,  among  other  things,  provisions  for 
preservation  of  natural  beauty,  preven¬ 
tion  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforesta¬ 
tion,’’  and  so  forth. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  California  has 
expired. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  recommend  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  taken  to  conference? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  suggest  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  take  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  conference.  The  Senator  from 
Wyoming,  has  rendered  a  splendid  serv¬ 
ice,  and  we  have  the  debate  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  I  do  not  want  to  tie  the  hands  of 
the  committee.  There  may  be  difficulty 
in  the  conference  with  the  House,  but  at 
least  I  think  it  is  necessary  to  broaden 
the.  standards  to  protect  what  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  really  want  as  standards  in  the 
bill.  That  is  what  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  has  been  trying  to 
do. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield,  in  or¬ 
der  that  I  may  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  said  that  lines  23  to  25,  on 
page  20,  and  line  1  on  page  21  provide 
definite  limitations  on  the  discretionary 
power  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
adopt  and  promulgate  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations.  Will  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  state  his  opinion  of  that  statement 
by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President, 
one  can  interpret  language  only  after 
reading  it. 

Beginning  in  line  23,  on  page  20,  the 
committee  amendment  now  reads  as 
follows : 

(a)  National  policy:  To  promote  the 
safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  pub¬ 
lic  travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate 
commerce  and  to  protect  the  public  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways,  it  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of 
and  to  improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
mainenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs. 
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displays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that 
system. 

That  is  mereley  a  declaration  that  it  is 
in  the  public  interest  to  control  the  erec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  signs.  Of 
course  it  is  a  limitation,  but  it  is  merely 
a  declaration  that  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  the  public  to  promote  safety,  and  so 
forth,  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising 
signs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  more  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized 
for  2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Then  we  find  the 
following: 

It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  pol¬ 
icy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  de¬ 
vices  within  660  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  ahd  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate 
System  should  be  regulated. 

That  is  merely  a  restatement  of  the 
first  sentence.  , 

Then,  following  the  word  “regulated,” 
there  is  a  comma;  and  then,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  has  already 
pointed  out,  there  appears  the  word 
“consistent.”  Consistent  with  what,  Mr. 
President?  “Consistent  with” — and  now 
I  read  further  from  page  21 — “national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary.” 

I  say  that  under  the  Constitution  the 
Congress  must  provide  the  standards. 

So  I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  ac¬ 
cepted.  Then  let  the  House  pass  on  it 
as  it  may  please;  and  thereafter  let  the 
conference  committee  handle  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  indeed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Still  another  member  of 
the  committee  has  indicated  his  willing¬ 
ness  to  accept  the  amendment.  Under 
the  circumstances,  I  believe  I  would  be 
reasonably  entitled  to  exercise  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  accepting  the  amendment  and 
subsequently  taking  it  to  conference; 
and  I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  informed  that  the  amendment 
must  be  voted  on  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  may  be  permitted  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time 
under  my  control. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  following  amendment: 

On  page  21,  in  line  18,  strike  out  “500” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “3,000.” 

As  thus  amended,  paragraph  (3),  on 
page  21,  would  read  as  follows: 

(3)  Signs  not  larger  than  3,000  square  In¬ 
ches  advertising  activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  twelve  miles  of  the 
point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 


Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  amend¬ 
ment  for  the  very  practical  reason - - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Utah 
yield  to  himself? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  .Utah  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  displayed  in  the  rear  of  the  Chamber 
a  sample  of  a  sign  500  square  inches  in 
size.  It  is  apparent  that  the  distance 
of  that  sample  from  the  desks  of  Sena¬ 
tors  is  nowhere  near  the  distance  that 
signs  along  the  right-of-way  would  be 
located  from  passing  motorists.  Under 
the  circumstances,  a  sign  so  small  would 
constitute  a  definite  traffic  hazard,  if 
motorists  driving  their  automobiles  at 
60  miles  an  hour  were  to  attempt  to 
read  a  sign  of  that  size.  In  fact,  even 
at  a  speed  of  30  miles  an  hour,  it  would 
be  hazardous  for  a  motorist  to  attempt 
to  read  a  sign  of  that  size.  In  short, 
such  a  sign  would  be  both  dangerous  and 
useless.  Even  though  a  sign  of  that  size 
might  carry  an  advertisement  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  a  motel  was  located  a  certain 
number  of  miles  away,  the  average  mo¬ 
torist  would  either  be  unable  to  read  the 
sign,  or  else  he  would  have  to  slow  down 
so  much,  in  order  to  be  able  to  read  it, 
that  a  traffic  hazard  would  be  created. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  keep  in  mind 
that  the  Interstate  Highway  System  will 
in  many  cases  traverse  territory  made  up 
of  many  small  communities.  In  my 
State,  United  States  Route  91,  an  inter¬ 
state  highway,  traverses  the  full  length 
of  the  State  of  Utah,  from  north  to  south, 
a  distance  of  nearly  400  miles.  There  are 
only  2  or  3  cities  of  any  size  along  that 
highway.  All  the  people  living  in  those 
towns  would  be  bypassed  by  the  Inter¬ 
state  System.  They  would  like  to  be  able 
to  erect  signboards  of  sufficient  size  to 
advertise  the  facilities  located  within 
the  12-mile  zone,  in  order  that  those  who 
travel  on  the  road  would  be  able  to  read 
the  signs, 

I  believe  there  should  be  regulation  of 
billboards  along  the  highways;  I  do  not 
favor  unrestricted  placing  of  billboards, 
and  I  do  not  believe  that  a  reasonable  re¬ 
striction  would  take  away  the  rights  of 
the  property  owners  without  due  process 
of  law. 

But  in  providing  or  imposing  these 
limitations  with  respect  to  billboards,  we 
are  much  in  the  same  position  as  the  one 
the  cities  and  towns  and  country  dis¬ 
tricts  were  in  when  they  imposed  zoning 
ordinances.  However,  those  ordinances 
have  been  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States. 

But  if  we  are  to  be  reasonable  and 
practical,  I  believe  this  amendment 
should  be  adopted. 

Those  of  us  who  have  had  experience 
in  driving  automobiles  on  such  high¬ 
ways — and  who  has  not  had  that  ex¬ 
perience? — know  that  we  cannot  rely,  as 
has  been  stated,  on  having  places  for  the 
erection  of  billboards  provided  at  the 
interchanges.  Even  if  such  places  were 
provided,  parking  spaces  would  be  re¬ 
quired  in  order  that  motorists  might  stop 
long  enough  to  read  the  billboards. 
Thus,  a  great  deal  more  land  would  be 


required  or  else  the  traffic  at  those  points 
would  be  greatly  slowed  down  and 
jammed  up.  In  other  words,  such  an  ar¬ 
rangement  would  not  be  practical  or 
workable. 

But,  Mr.  President,  this  amendment 
will  be  practical  and  workable,  and  it  will 
make  for  far  better  feeling  by  the  people 
of  the  small  towns. 

I  have  talked  to  the  people  of  my 
State.  I  know  that  some  of  them  want 
an  unrestricted  right  to  erect  and  main¬ 
tain  billboards  of  any  kind  along  these 
highways.  I  am  not  in  accord  with 
those  views.  Instead,  I  believe  there 
should  be  regulations;  but  I  believe  the 
regulations  should  be  reasonable  and 
sensible. 

I  believe  that  this  amendment  will  re¬ 
move  much  of  the  objection  that  has 
ben  raised  to  the  proposal  of  the  sub¬ 
committee — in  other  words,  if  the  re¬ 
quirement  is  changed  from  500  square 
inches  to  3,000  square  inches.  Three 
thousand  square  inches  would  permit  the 
erection  of  a  sign  approximately  30 
inches  high  and  100  inches  long.  That 
wrould  not  be  very  much  of  a  billboard, 
but  it  would  be  definitely  better  than  the 
one  now  displayed  in  the  rear  of  the 
Senate  Chamber.  This  amendment 
would  not  permit  the  erection  or  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  very  large  billboards  which 
have  been  objected  to  so  strongly  by  the 
proponents  of  the  billboard  provisions. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  will  accept  this  amendment. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  desire  to  support 
the  bill;  but  I  am  in  the  same  position 
that  a  large  number  of  the  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  are  in,  namely,  we  are 
faced  with  the  objection  of  citizens  who 
do  not  wish  to  have  any  billboards  at  all 
erected  along  the  highways.  Yet  in  our 
States  there  are  many  citizens  who  want 
no  restrictions  imposed  in  regard  to  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  billboards. 

The  committee  claims  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  constitutes  a  mild  bill 
to  regulate  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  billboards. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Utah  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  from  Utah  is  aware  that  the 
chairman  of  a  subcommittee - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
the  Senator  from  Utah  has  yielded  to 
himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  an  additional  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  recognized  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  from  Utah  is  aw7are  that  the 
chairman  of  a  subcommittee  is  in  a  very 
real  sense  the  servant  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee.  Unless  a  poll  were  taken  of  the 
Members  of  the  subcommittee,  and  un¬ 
less  the  poll  indicated  their  acceptance 
of  the  amendment,  I  would  not  be  in  a 
position  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  ask  how  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  personally  feels 
about  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Frankly,  I  see  no  neces¬ 
sity  either  for  the  500  figure,  or  for  the 
3,000  figure  which  the  Senator  from  Utah 
now  proposes. 
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It  is  my  view  that  subparagraph  (4) 
is  sufficient  to  accomplish  the  purposes 
the  able  Senator  from  Utah  has  in  mind. 

I  agree  that  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  has  demonstrated  the  futility  and 
uselessness,  at  such  distances,  of  signs 
of  the  size  of  the  one  now  displayed  in 
the  rear  of  the  Senate  Chamber. 

I  am  not  sure  a  sign  4  feet  by  6  feet 
v/ould  be  very  much  better.  It  is  my 
sincere  belief  that  subparagraph  (4) 
will  permit  local  interests  adequately  to 
advertise  their  facilities,  property,  and 
wares,  and  that  neither  the  500-square- 
inch  figure  nor  the  3,000-square-inch 
figure,  which  he  suggests,  is  necessary. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  we  ought  to  strike  out  subsection 
(3)?  What  is  its  purpose? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  voted  against  includ¬ 
ing  that  subsection  in  the  bill.  I  think 
the  .Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  its  lack  of  utility.  It  has  no 
utility.  It  has  no  utility  for  traffic  going 
75  miles  an  hour.  When  a  sign  is  only 
500  inches  square  and  is  200  feet  away, 
it  is  utterly  indiscernible. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  agree  that  it  is 
utterly  indiscernible,  but  if  the  sign 
were  six  times  larger — and  that  is  what 
my  proposal  would  mean  in  effect — one 
might  possibly  read  it  and  the  sign  might 
be  of  some  service.  The  way  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  now,  it  is  useless.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  not  going  to  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment,  he  ought  to  strike  out  subsection 
(3). 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Yes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  want  to  remind 
the  Senator,  as  I  am  sure  he  knows,  the 
Senator  from  California  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  opposed  subsection  (3). 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Utah  is  one  of 
the  most  conscientious  Members  of  this 
body.  I  would  like  to  make  an  alterna¬ 
tive  proposal,  although  I  am  not  author¬ 
ized  to  do  so  by  any  of  my  colleagues. 
What  would  he  think  of  authorizing 
signs  up  to  3,000  square  inches,  but 
cutting  the  distance  down  to  6  miles, 
which  would  at  least  greatly  diminish 
the  number  of  signs  along  the  right- 
of-way  of  the  highways? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  have  had  some  ex¬ 
perience  with  traveling  on  limited  access 
highways.  When  one  travels  with  his 
family,  and  is  trying  to  decide  where  he 
will  stop,  if  he  is  going  60  miles  an  hour, 
he  does  not  have  much  time  to  make  a 
decision.  If  the  distance  were  cut  down 
to  6  miles,  it  would  not  give  anyone  time 
to  decide  whether  to  stop  at  a  certain 
town  or  the  next  one.  I  think  the  small 
communities  are  entitled  to  some  con¬ 
sideration.  I  feel  very  strongly  about  it. 

I  generally  support  the  policies  of  the 
bill.  I  want  to  see  an  accelerated  pro¬ 
gram.  I  supported  the  Highway  Act  of 
1956.  I  think  it  was  a  good  act.  I  think 
we  have  to  use  a  little  common  sense  in 
connection  with  the  provisions.  Per¬ 
sonally,  I  v/ould  like  to  see  in  the  bill 
an  amendment  which  would  fix  the 
standards  somewhat,  but  not  to  the 
point  where  the  signs  would  be  absolutely 
useless.  I  feel  the  pi’ovision  now  in  the 
bill  is  a  useless  one.  I  refer  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  subsection  relating  to  the  size  of 
billboards  along  the  roadway. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  of  the  Senator  from  Utah 
has  expired. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield  myself  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  able  Senator 
from  Utah  has  described  his  interest  in 
sponsoring  the  amendment  as  one  to  help 
other  reasonable  and  sensible  regulatory 
legislation  by  the  States. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  We  are  prescribing 
standards.  Language  in  the  bill  must 
mean  something.  There  is  a  need  for 
some  limitation.  At  least  it  should  be 
pointed  out  to  the  States  what  they  have 
to  do  if  they  are  to  get  the  extra  per¬ 
centage  of  funds. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  opposed 
an  amendment  which  was  offered  to  sub¬ 
section  (4),  which  would  have  provided 
that  States  could  have  billboards  erected 
along  the  roads  regardless  of  size. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  amendment  in 
effect  would  have  left  us  without  any 
regulation  as  to  billboards. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  The  Senator  from  Utah  having 
voted  against  that  amendment,  we  still 
have  subsection  (4). 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Which  seems  to  be 
inconsistent  with  subsection  (3). 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  While  I  have  told  the 
Senator  privately,  and  while  I  have  said 
publicly,  what  the  intention  was  on  the 
part  of  the  authors,  I  respect  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  apprehension.  Is  there  anything 
the  Senator  can  suggest  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  subsection  (4)  which  would,  to 
his  mind,  unequivocally  give  to  the 
States,  on  a  reasonable  basis,  the  right 
to  authorize  signs  in  the  interest  of  the 
traveling  public? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  do  not  see  how  that 
can  be  done  without  practically  adopt¬ 
ing  the  language  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and 
I  voted  against  that  amendment,  because 
I  want  some  regulation. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Does  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieve  that  by  specifically  giving  to  the 
States  the  right  to  regulate,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  size,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  lay 
down  a  guideline  which  provides  for 
smaller  signs? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  remember  the  col¬ 
loquy  on  the  point  very  well.  I  think 
the  point  was  well  taken.  The  admis¬ 
sion  had  been  made  earlier  that  sub¬ 
section  (4)  was  not  limited  in  any  way 
by  subsection  (3).  Yet,  when  one  reads 
the  language,  the  colloquy  that  subse¬ 
quently  occurred  demonstrated  clearly 
to  my  mind  that  the  provision  was  lim¬ 
ited  by  subsection  (3).  If  that  is  the 
fact,  I  think  it  is  ridiculous. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  not  the  fact 
in  my  opinion,  although  it  apparently 
is  the  fact  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  did  not  want  to 
throw  a  monkey  wrench  into  the  ma¬ 
chinery,  but  I  am  forced  to  come  to  that 
conclusion.  My  logic  may  not  be  very 
sound,  but  that  is  the  way  it  occurs  to 
me.  I  have  had  to  use  whatever  think¬ 
ing  powers  I  have  had  to  get  along  over 
the  years.  I  think  most  persons  would 
interpret  that  section  as  one  that  placed 


a  limitation  on  State  legislatures.  If  it 
can  be  construed  in  that  way,  we  ought 
to  change  it,  because  it  is  nonsensical 
as  it  appears  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  know  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  is  concerned  about  road¬ 
side  businesses  that  cater  to  the  travel¬ 
ing  public. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  There  are  inter¬ 
changes  on  the  limited-access  highways. 
One  cannot  go  into  towns  on  the  side  of 
the  highways  without  first  coming  to 
an  interchange.  The  interchanges  are 
very  limited.  Before  a  tourist  reaches 
an  interchange,  he  would  like  to  know 
what  the  town  he  is  coming  to  has  to 
offer,  and  perhaps  he  would  like  to  have 
a  line  on  what  kind  of  motel  or  restau¬ 
rant  or  other  services  are  there — not 
merely  a  service  station,  but  perhaps  a 
garage  where  his  car  can  be  repaired. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  Bertram  Tal- 
lamy  apparently  is  a  very  able  highway 
administrator.  He  was  appointed  by 
President  Eisenhower.  I  should  like  to 
remind  my  good  friend  from  Utah  that 
during  the  testimony  last  year  on  this 
general  policy - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  has 
expired. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  May  we  have  1 
more  minute? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Can  the  Senator  get 
some  time  from  the  other  side?  I 
should  like  to  have  a  few  minutes  for 
rebuttal. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Will  the  Senator 
from  California  yield  me  2  minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  propound  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry  as  to  who  had  control  of  the 
time. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  shall  oppose  this 
amendment,  too. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  the  Senator  from 
California  has  control  of  the  time  in 
opposition. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  think  as  the 
amendment  is  now  worded  it  is  utter 
nonsense.  It  is  completely  ridiculous. 
We  have  two  interpretations  of  what 
subsection  (4)  means.  With  that  kind 
of  record  before  any  court,  or  an  official 
who  had  to  write  regulations,  I  think 
we  would  have  trouble. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  not  true  that 
those  who  disagree  with  the  language 
used  by  the  authors  agree  at  least  with 
the  intention? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  When  the  language 
is  brought  to  the  attention  of  Senators, 
it  seems  to  me  they  would  try  to  make 
the  language  conform  with  the  inten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  does. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  seems  to  be  con¬ 
tradictory. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
Senator  understands  the  intention  of  the 
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junior  Senator  from  California  in  the 
words  uttered  to  describe  what  the  au¬ 
thors  of  the  bill  intended?  The  Senator 
from  Utah  agrees  w’ith  the  intention, 
does  he  not? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  in  support  of 
the  intention,  and  that  is  exactly  what 
I  am  trying  to  have  made  clear. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  where  the  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  takes  place,  since  the 
authors  say  the  language  does  accom¬ 
plish  the  intention.  The  intention  of 
all  is  the  same. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator:  Does  subsection  (3)  place  any  re¬ 
striction  whatever  on  subsection  (4)  ? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No,  sir.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  who  coauthored  it,  and  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chairman  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Roads,  it  does  not. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 

President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Simply 
to  keep  the  record  straight,  I  do  not 
agree  with  that.  I  think  subsection  (4) 
is  modified  by  subsection  (3) . 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is  my  judgment, 
after  listening  to  the  debate. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 

President,  will  the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  We  are  speaking  on 
somebody  else’s  time. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 

language  which  appears  between  lines 

6  and  13  sets  forth  the  policy  that  ad¬ 
vertising  should  be  regulated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
two  more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

The  language  reads,  “should  be  regu¬ 
lated  consistent  with  national  standards 
to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary,  which  shall  provide  for.” 

Then  there  are  listed  four  items.  In¬ 
stead  of  the  words  “provide  for”  we  might 
as  well  use  the  word  “include.”  Then 
the  language  would  read,  “consistent  with 
national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which 
shall  include.” 

And  then  list  the  subsections  (1),  (2), 
and  (3). 

Therefore,  in  subsection  (4),  when 
there  is  a  reference  to  standards,  it  would 
be  a  reference  to  the  things  preceding, 
which  must  be  included  in  the  agreement. 

Mr.  WATKINS,  Mr.  KERR,  and  Mr. 
KUCHEL  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
first  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

-"'Mr.  WATKINS.  The  rule  I  have  al¬ 
ways  followed  is  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  all  the  matters  which  have  gone 
before. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
the  national  standards  are  enumerated. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  was  present 
in  the  Chamber  a  while  ago - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 


Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  2  more  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  was  present  when  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O'MahoneyI  offered 
an  amendment  which  further  fortified 
the  position  the  Senator  from  Utah  takes 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
takes.  The  language  has  now  been 
amended  to  include  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  now  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  wish  to  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  if,  when  he 
offered  in  the  committee  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  provide  an  area  of  500  square 
inches,  he  intended  that  provision  to  be 
applied  to  subsection  (4)? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  do  not 
know  that  now  I  could  go  back  and  hon¬ 
estly  say  that  I  had  subsection  (4)  in 
mind  before  offering  the  provision  of 
subsection  (3). 

I  believe,  however,  that  a  reasonable 
construction  shows  that  subsection  (3) 
is  one  of  the  standards  which  must  be 
included. 

Let  me  say  further  that  personally  I 
think  500  square  inches  is  too  small.  I 
think  there  have  been  argumnts  pre¬ 
sented  to  indicate  that  the  selection  of 
500  inches  was  arbitrary.  Somebody 
suggested  300  square  inches,  and  I 
thought  that  was  too  small  an  area. 
Five  hundred  square  inches  may  not  be 
the  proper  size.  I  personally  think  that 
3,000  square  inches  is  too  large. 

If  some  reasonable  figure  could  be  de¬ 
vised,  I  think  it  would  be  desirable  to 
take  the  question  to  conference. 

After  all,  subsection  (3)  deals  only 
with  businesses  and  activities  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the 
point  where  the  sign  is  located.  We 
were  seeking  to  make  it  possible  for  a 
small  town,  which  might  otherwise  be 
bypassed,  a  small  town  where  there  was 
a  motel  or  something  else  on  the  route, 
perhaps  5  or  6  or  even  12  miles  away,  to 
be  able  to  say  somewhere  along  the 
interstate  highway,  “Here  we  are  over 
this  way.  Don't  forget  us.”  Or,  when  a 
tourist  traveled  by  one  town,  to  have  a 
sign  say,  “Here  we  are  dowm  the  road  12 
miles.”  That  is  what  we  tried  to  do. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  On  the  point  of  inten¬ 
tion,  I  think  we  can  make  a  record 
which  will  demonstrate  to  everyone  what 
was  intended,  so  that  everyone  can  rec¬ 
ognize  the  intention. 

Did  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
intend,  in  offering  the  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  500  square  inches,  to  make  it 
apply  to  subsections  (1)  or  (2)  ? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  was 
intended  to  apply  in  particular  to  the 
activities  I  have  mentioned. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  Senator  2  more  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  To  the 
advertising  activities  which  are  con¬ 
ducted  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located.  I  was 
thinking  primarily  of  those  things,  I 
believe. 
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Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
was,  when  he  offered  the  amendment, 
and  I  am  sure  the  committee  adopted 
the  amendment  with  no  desire  or  in¬ 
tention  to  make  the  500-square-inch  re¬ 
striction  apply  to  subsections  (1),  (2), 
or  (4) . 

Thus,  regardless  of  what  anyone  might 
argue  with  respect  to  the  verbiage,  I 
think  it  can  be  contended  pretty  gen¬ 
erally  in  any  court  in  the  land  what  the 
intention  was  when  the  Senate  acted. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Why  do  we  not  make 
it  so  clear  as  to  render  it  unnecessary  to 
go  to  court  for  an  interpretation? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  prac¬ 
tical  thing  seems  to  be  to  agree  upon 
what  space  would  allow  a  reasonable 
identification  of  the  activities  by  those 
driving  on  the  highway. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  I  understand  the 
situation,  it  seems  to  be  clear  that  at 
least  the  proponents  of  the  amended  bill 
did  not  have  any  intention  to  hold  the 
size  down  to  500  square  inches. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  If  I  may  interrupt,  I 
would  say  that  is  true  with  respect  to  the 
one  subsection.  Does  the  Senator  dis¬ 
agree  with  that? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  If  that  stands  alone, 
what  does  it-  mean? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  It  means  what  it  says. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  must  be  inter¬ 
preted  in  the  light  of  the  whole  section 
and  in  the  light  of  the  whole  bill,  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  If  we  have  something  so 
indefinite  as  that,  which  can  cause  so 
much  argument  now  among  those  who 
should  understand  the  law — at  least, 
they  have  been  admitted  to  the  practice 
of  law — what  will  happen  when  it  gets 
into  the  hands  of  someone  who  is  not  a 
lawyer  who  is  trying  to  write  a  regula¬ 
tion?  We  ought  to  clear  it  up  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
talking  on  somebody  else’s  time.  I  yield 
myself  two  minutes  more. 

We  ought  to  clear  it  up  now,  when 
we  have  the  opportunity.  Nobody  has 
argued  that  the  sign  over  at  the  side  of 
the  Chamber,  of  500  square  inches,  is 
sufficient.  One  might  as  well  have  a  sign 
the  size  of  a  postage  stamp,  as  that. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  May  I  make  a 
suggestion  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Utah  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota?  It  seems  to  me 
there  is  something  of  a  valid  point  in  the 
fact  that  a  sign  of  500  square  inches  is 
extremely  small  for  the  purpose  of  being 
seen  as  one  goes  by  in  a  modern  auto¬ 
mobile  on  a  high-speed  express  highway. 
What  I  am  afraid  of,  when  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  the  distance  of  12  miles,  is  that 
in  many  States — particularly  in  the 
Eastern  States,  but  even  in  some  West¬ 
ern  States  such  as  California  and  Wash¬ 
ington — we  will  have  a  constant  picket 
fence  of  signs,  because  the  12  miles 
between  towns  will  overlap  and  overlap. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  We  will  have  many 
little  pickets  which  will  not  mean  any¬ 
thing.  We  will  see  a  continuous  string 
of  them.  The  question  will  be  asked. 
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“Is  that  a  picket  fence  or  a  bunch  of 
billboards?” 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  not  author¬ 
ized  to  speak  for  anybody  else,  but  what 
would  my  good  friends  think  of  a  little 
larger  sign  with  some  limitation  as  to 
the  number  of  signs? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  For  any 
single  activity? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  At  least  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  extent. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  would  accept  the 
amendment  and  take  it  to  conference, 
and  then  let  the  conferees  write  a  better 
provision. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Let  me  complete 
my  thought.  Somebody  may  have  a 
motel  or  a  restaurant  or  a  wayside  busi¬ 
ness.  He  may  undertake  to  put  up  a 
whole  “Burma  Shave”  row  of  signs  to 
advertise  his  one  place. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  me  an  additional  minute  or  two? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  additional 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  cannot  speak 
for  the  able  Senator  from  California  or 
the  able  Senator  from  Tennessee.  What 
would  the  Senator  think  of  modifying 
the  provision  with  respect  to  the  size  of 
the  sign,  but  restricting  the  number  of 
signs  any  one  establishment  could  put 
up,  so  that  some  person  would  not  un¬ 
dertake  to  have  a  “Burma  Shave”  row 
of  pickets? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  would  accept  any¬ 
thing  of  that  kind,  but  I  think  a  sign 
should  be  large  enough  to  convey  some 
kind  of  a  message,  rather  than  to  have 
a  whole  string  of  small  signs  for  miles 
and  miles  in  an  effort  to  say  something. 
Size  will  determine  whether  the  adver¬ 
tiser  is  to  have  1  sign  to  do  the  job, 
or  a  string  of  them — perhaps  50 — to  tell 
the  story. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  sign  would  have  an 
area  of  3,000  square  inches. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  would  be  less  than 
30  inches  wide. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  could  be  a  sign  2  feet 
wide  and  10  feet  long,  advertising  an 
activity  being  conducted  within  12  miles 
of  the  sign.  Would  it  not  be  possible, 
then,  to  have  a  sign  2  feet  wide  and  10 
feet  long,  showing,  in  large  letters,  the 
name  “Colgate,”  and,  in  smaller  letters, 
“for  sale  10  miles  east”? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  How  about  motels, 
restaurants,  and  garages,  which  would 
be  of  great  interest  to  the  traveler? 

Mr.  GORE.  When  the  Senator  talked 
with  me  I  gave  him  my  candid  opinion 
that  the  entire  subparagraph  (3)  ought 
to  be  out  of  the  bill,  because,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  subparagraph  (4)  would  adequately 
take  care  of  the  privileges  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  wished  to  preserve  for  the 
local  interest.  I  join  the  Senator  thor¬ 
oughly  and  wholeheartedly  in  wishing  to 
preserve  such  privileges,  but  I  doubt 
whether  his  amendment  would  do  it,  or 
whether  subparagraph  (3)  would  do  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  tire  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  yield  me  2  minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Person¬ 
ally,  i  think  “activities,”  properly  inter¬ 


preted,  would  mean  something  which  is 
manufactured  or  produced,  or  an  opera¬ 
tion  which  is  carried  on  within  the  pre¬ 
scribed  distance.  I  do  not  think  the 
“Colgate”  illustration  would  be  applica¬ 
ble,  unless  Colgate  had  a  plant  within  the 
12  miles,  which  would  be  an  activity.  I 
believe  that  a  drugstore  or  a  motel  would 
be  an  actiiyty,  but  I  do  not  believe  gen¬ 
eral  advertising  of  a  product  would  be  an 
activity. 

I  was  about  to  suggest  that  possibly  we 
could  start  the  subsection  with  “not  to 
exceed  four  signs,”  whatever  the  size 
might  be,  “advertising  an  activity  being 
conducted  at  a  location .  within  12  miles 
of  the  point  at  which  such  signs  are 
located.” 

That  might  be  something  to  work  on. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Would  the  Senator 
not  allow  an  advertiser  to  place  the  four 
signs  together,  but  require  him  to  string 
them  out? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  He  would 
not  want  to  put  them  together.  He  would 
put  2  down  the  road  east  of  him  and  2 
down  the  road  west  of  him. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  If  the  small  sign  does 
not  tell  the  story,  he  would  rather  have 
it  all  in  one  sign  which  would  tell  some¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  Presilent,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  J  am 
glad  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Utah  has  offered  his  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  it  helps  to  point  up  the  extremely 
fuzzy  nature  of  this  particular  section  of 
the  bill. 

I  wish  to  speak  very  briefly  as  to  what 
we  are  talking  about.  We  are  not  talk¬ 
ing  about  signs  along  the  road  itself,  but 
signs  off  the  right-of-way,  and  between 
the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and  a  point 
660  feet  farther  back,  away  from  the 
road.  We  are  talking  in  all,  about  a 
strip  of  land  a  quarter  of  a  mile  wide, 
plus  the  width  of  the  right-of-way. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  considering  the 
4  subsections  to  which  reference  has 
been  made,  only  1  of  them  is  reasonably 
specific,  and  that  is  the  second — 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

There  is  no  effort  to  limit  the  size  of 
such  a  sign.  So  far  as  this  provision  of 
the  bill  is  concerned,  the  sign  could  be 
of  any  size  whatever  which  the  owner 
of  the  property  wished  to  use.  As  to 
these  signs  we  are  talking  about,  signs 
on  a  strip  of  land  one-eighth  of  a  mile 
wide  on  each  side  of  the  highway. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  signs 
would  not  be  together. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  We  are  talking,  in 
all,  about  two  strips  of  land  which,  to¬ 
gether,  comprise  a  width  of  .1,320  feet,  or 
a  quarter  of  a  mile,  plus  the  width  of 
the  right  of  way  which  lies  between 
them. 

The  first  subsection  reads  as  follows: 

X.  Directional  or  otlier  official  signs  or 
notices  that  are  required  or  authorized  by 
law. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  law  in  other 
States  is,  but  the  law  in  my  State  with 
reference  to  directional  signs  has  to  do 


March  26 

with  signs  placed  at  the  side  of  the  road, 
on  the  right-of-way,  not  100  or  125  feet 
or  more  from  the  place  where  a  motorist 
is  driving. 

I  have  just  talked  with  the  head  of 
the  road  department  staff  in  my  State, 
and  he  tells  me  that  the  minimum  width 
of  the  right-of-way  for  Interstate  System 
projects  is  250  feet  outside  of  cities.  We 
are  not  talking  in  this  section  about  di¬ 
rectional  or  othef  official  signs  or  notices 
required  by  law  to  be  shown  outside  the 
right-of-way.  I  do  not  know  anything 
about  any  such  signs.  Under  the  law 
in  my  State,  subsection  1  would  mean 
absolutely  nothing;  and  I  suspect  it 
would  mean  absolutely  nothing  under 
the  laws  of  any  other  State. 

The  third  category  is: 

3.  Signs  not  larger  than  500  square  inches 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

Such  a  sign  would  be  just  about  the 
size  of  the  top  of  a  Senator’s  desk. 
These  desks  are  about  20  by  25  inches. 
The  Senator  from  Utah  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect  in  stating  that  a  person  driving  at 
a  customary  speed  on  an  interstate  high¬ 
way,  with  the  signs  required  to  be  back 
of  the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  100  feet 
or  more  away  from  him,  could  not  any 
more  distinguish  any  useful  message  on 
a  sign  of  that  size  than  he  could  count 
fence  posts  as  he  traveled  along  at  that 
distance.  This  provision  points  up  to 
me  the  complete  absurdity  of  this  whole 
section  of  the  bill. 

The  fourth  category  is  even  worse: 

4.  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of 
the  traveling  public. 

I  make  two  references  to  that  lan¬ 
guage.  First,  what  is.  the  size  limit? 
The  Senate  has  just  turned  down  a  help¬ 
ful  amendment  which  would  have  placed 
a  size  limitation  by  adopting  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  State  law  as  to  size.  So  there 
is  in  this  bill  no  size  limitation  whatso¬ 
ever  under  subsection  (4),  which  means 
that,  after  all,  we  are  delegating  to 
someone,  not  the  writers  of  the  bill,  the 
duty  of  saying  what  is  to  be  the  size  of 
the  signs  which  shall  be  permitted,  un¬ 
less,  indeed,  there  is  to  be  no  limitation 
of  size  whatever. 

The  legislative  record  will  show  that 
we  have  turned  down,  by  a  record  vote 
bf  the  Senate,  a  provision  which  sought 
to  regulate  the  sizes  in  accordance  with 
established  State  laws. 

I  believe  that  the  last  point  which  I 
have  to  make  shows  up  the  most  absurd 
provision  in  the  entire  section.  The 
closing  words  of  category  No.  4  are : 

Signs  *  *  *  designed  to  give  information 
in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling 
public. 

Who  is  to  determine  what  signs  are 
designed  to  give  information  in  the 
specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public? 
Who  is  to  determine  what  the  traveling 
public  wishes  to  know?  Who  is  to  be 
the  censor?  Who  is  to  determine  what 
the  traveling  public  shall  be  allowed  to 
see? 
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It  seems  to  me  that  all  four  of  these 
subsections,  except  only  No.  2,  are  just  as 
fuzzy  as  it  is  possible  to  make  legislative 
language. 

And  subsection  (2),  I  believe,  is  com¬ 
pletely  unacceptable  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  authors  of  the  bill,  if  they  have 
any  desire  to  keep  down  the  size  of 
signs. 

Subsection  (2)  pi’ovides  that  the  owner 
of  land,  if  he  desires  to  sell  or  lease  it, 
may  erect  a  sign  as  large  as  he  wishes 
on  the  land,  indicating  to  the  traveling 
public,  in  such  a  way  that  they  cannot 
possibly  miss  it,  that  he  wishes  to  sell  or 
lease  the  land. 

I  think  I  know  what  my  distinguished 
friends  are  trying  to  do  by  this  bill.  I 
participated  in  a  successful  effort  to  do 
the  same  thing  on  the  State  level  under 
the  laws  of  Florida  in  1941,  when  I  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  Governor  of  that  State.  A 
proposed  law  was  carefully  drafted  in 
cooperation  with  the  Garden  Clubs  of 
the  State.  It  Was  passed  by  the  legisla¬ 
ture  and  appi'oved  by  the  Governor. 
That  law  is  still  operative.  It  has  never 
been  amended.  It  is  a  success.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  its  operation  would  be  sadly 
impeded  by  the  law  proposed  here. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Florida  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  1  additional  minute? 
ute? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  find  myself  in  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  position  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
who  finds  that,  if  we  should  enact  the 
pi-oposed  legislation,  we  would  be  pass¬ 
ing  a  law  which  would  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  a  law  of  his  State  which  has 
existed  for  37  years — a  time-tested  and 
thoroughly  acceptable  law  of  his  own 
State  in  this  field. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  would  cer¬ 
tainly  be  doing  that  same  thing  with 
reference  to  a  Florida  law  passed  in  1941, 
and  not  amended  since  that  time,  which 
was  worked  out  around  a  table  with  three 
very  distinguished  ladies  from  the  Gar¬ 
den  Clubs  of  our  State  representing  their 
membership  throughout  the  State.  I 
cannot  and  will  not  participate  in  dis¬ 
rupting  the  useful  operations  under  that 
law. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Utah  would  consider  this 
type  of  sentence  as  an  amendment  to 
subsection  (3) .  I  suggest  for  his  consid¬ 
eration  a  new  sentence  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (3)  as  it  is  presently  in  the  bill, 
the  sentence  to  read  like  this : 

The  provision  in  this  subsection  respect¬ 
ing  the  size  of  signs  shall  not  apply  to  the 
signs  provided  for  in  subsections  (1),  (2'),  or 
(4). 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  is  the  purpose 
of  having  subsection  (3)  in  the  bill  at 
all?  The  Senator’s  amendment  would 
completely  disregard  the  provisions  of 
that  subsection. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  was  the  au¬ 
thor  of  that  amendment  in  committee. 
I  opposed  it.  I  was  overridden.  It  is  in 


the  bill  now.  I  am  tidying  to  get  a  bill 
passed.  At  least  if  the  Senator  would 
consider  a  sentence  which  would  make  it 
crystal  clear  that  the  500-inch  provision 
would  not  conti’ol  the  right  of  a  State  to 
exercise  any  reasonable  judgment  under 
subsection  (4),  I  believe  it  might  satisfy 
some  Senators. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  would  allow  any 
size  sign.  The  limitation  of  the  500 
square  inches  would  not  mean  anything. 
I  do  not  follow  the  logic  of  insisting  in 
one  breath  that  the  subsection  stay  in 
the  bill  and  then  in  the  next  breath  say 
that  the  subsection  be  eliminated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  ^  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  actually,  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  was  not  promoting  sub¬ 
section  3.  I  believe  that  language  was 
pi’oposed  in  lieu  of  the  description  con¬ 
tained  in  the  original  billboai'd  proposal. 
The  proposal  in  the  di-aft  of  the  bill 
suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
originally  read  as  follows: 

3.  Signs  advertising  activities  being  con¬ 
ducted  upon  the  property  upon  which  such 
signs  are  located. 

The  junior  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  thought  it  was  too  limited  and  that 
it  would  do  no  good  to  the  town  or  the 
motel  which  was  being  bypassed.  I 
thought  the  sign  would  have  to  be  im¬ 
mediately  adjacent,  to  the  i-ight-of-way 
to  be  of  any  benefit.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  was  seeking  to  make  it 
applicable  to  activities  which  were  with¬ 
in  12  miles  of  where  the  sign  was  lo¬ 
cated,  to  take  |care  of  bypassed  com¬ 
munities  or  motels. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  objective  was  a  worthy  one.  I  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  number  of  square  inches 
allowed.  I  think  it  was  wise  to  place 
some  kind  of  limitation  on  the  size  of 
the  signs  which  would  bind  State  legisla¬ 
tures  which  wanted  to  take  the  extra 
money  from  the  United  States  in  the 
building  of  the  highways.  I  think  it  is 
wise  to  prescribe  some  kind  of  limita¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
reason  for  entirely  eliminating  subsec¬ 
tion  3  and  leaving  only  subsection  4, 
I  assume,  would  be  to  permit  signs  with¬ 
in  a  reasonable  distance  of  the  highway, 
only  in  the  interest  of  the  traveling  pub¬ 
lic,  and  not  necessarily  in  the  interest 
of  activities  which  had  been  by-passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Utah  have  additional  time  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  has  5  minutes  and  the 
Senator  from  California  has  15  minutes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
serve  my  time  in  order  to  answer  some 
further  questions  later. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  a  question.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Califorpia  yield  me  3  minutes? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  3  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 


Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Utah 
is  offering  an  amendment  limiting  the 
size  to  3,000  square  inches.  That  would 
be  a  sign  of  about  3  by  7  feet. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  would 
be  larger  than  that. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  It  would  be  30  by  100 
inches. 

Mr.  KERR.  Thirty  inches  is  less  than 
3  feet.  I  said  about  3  by  7  feet. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  We  will  not  argue 
the  ax'ithmetic  of  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wanted  the  Senator  to 
realize  how  small  3,000  square  inches 
would  be. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  wanted  to  make  it 
5,000  square  inches. 

Mr.  KERR.  Three  thousand  square 
inches  would  allow  for  14  letters,  each 
one  12  inches  high,  and  that  is  all. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  analyze  the  Senator’s  figures.  I 
know  that  it  is  at  least  6  times  as  large 
as  the  sign  the  Senator  has  displayed  in 
the  Chamber. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  believe  the  Senator  is 
going  in  the  right  direction.  I  heard 
him  speak  about  reducing  it  below  3,000 
inches. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  not  in  favor  of 
that. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  merely  wanted  him  to 
know  that  if  it  is  3,000  square  inches  in 
size,  the  sign  would  permit  only  14  let¬ 
ters,  each  1  of  which  would  be  12 
inches  high. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  A  sign  30  inches 
wide  and  100  inches  high,  or  vice  versa, 
would  be  of  some  use.  I  would  not  put 
up  a  sign  like  the  one  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  displayed  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  would  not  put  one  up 
like  that  either.  I  brought  it  to  the 
Senate  floor  only  to  show  the  ridicu¬ 
lousness  of  the  provision  in  subsection  3. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  Senator  has 
rendered  a  service,  because  no  one  had 
objected  to  subsection  3.  I  believe 
there  should  be  some  limitation  placed 
on  the  size  of  the  signs.  Let  us  make 
it  a  x-easonable  one.  If  3,000  square 
inches  is  not  a  reasonable  one,  the  con¬ 
ferees  can  woi'k  out  a  reasonable  one. 

I  should  like  to  see  some  limitation 
written  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  1  minute? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  have  only  a  few 
minutes  remaining.  How  much  time  do 
I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  5  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mi*  President,  I  feel  I 
must  expi-ess  myself  on  this  subject.  I 
favor  some  limitation  on  the  size  of  the 
signs.  I  speak  from  practical  experi¬ 
ence.  I  have  driven  an  average  of  be¬ 
tween  30,000  and  35,000  miles  a  year 
for  the  past  15  years.  As  I  look  at  the 
sign  displayed  in  the  Chamber,  which 
is  supposed  to  be  a  sign  500  square 
inches,  I  must  say  that  to  try  to  read 
such  a  sign  while  traveling  at  60  miles 
an  hour  will  create  a  very  great  traffic 
hazard.  I  support  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Utah,  which  I  believe  is 
wholly  reasonable.  I  believe  a  sign  of 
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the  size  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Utah  will  cause  far  fewer  traffic  fatali¬ 
ties  among  people  who  try  to  read  signs 
while  driving  along  a  highway.  The 
sign  displayed  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  too  small  to  do  any  good. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  has  5  minutes  re¬ 
maining.  The  Senator  from  California 
has  11  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  may 
not  be  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  California  object? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No;  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  2  minutes.  I  have  had  some 
discussion  with  the  committee  members 
who  are  supporting  the  bill.  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  amend  my  amendment  so  as  to 
make  it  read  “signs  not  larger  than  24 
square  feet,”  instead  of  “3,000  square 
inches.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  a  right  to  modify  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  ready  to  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  back  the  remainder  of  his 
time? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  amendment,  unless  it 
will  be  accepted.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Watkins!.  ' 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  a  division. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Utah.  A  di¬ 
vision  has  been  requested. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  of  Mr. 
Watkins  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  .  Mr. 
President,  I  offer  an  amendment  which 
I  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page 
21,  line  18,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
“not  larger  than  500  square  inches.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  trust 
the  amendment  will  be  agreed  to.  It  re¬ 


stores  the  language  to  the  form  in  which 
it  was  offered  in  the  committee  by  the 
Senator  from  California  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  have  in  my  hand  a 
mimeographed  copy  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  30  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  I  had  hoped  that  the 
Senators  who  were  sponsoring  the  bill 
would  have  recognized  the  situation  and 
would  have  accepted  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Utah.  Now 

1  ask  them  to  accept  the  language  which 
they  offered  in  committee. 

I  propose  to  strike  out  of  the  language 
the  size  limitation,  which  was  placed  in 
the  bill  in  committee,  and  I  am  revert¬ 
ing  to  the  original  language  which  the 
Senators  offered  in  the  committee.  I 
hope  they  will  accept  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  suggest  that  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee,  con¬ 
sider  what  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  has  just  suggested.  It  seems  to  me 
to  be  an  excellent  amendment.  I  urge 
him  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
amendment  will  limit  the  signs  to  adver¬ 
tising  activities  being  conducted  within 
a  distance  of  12  miles,  which  is  the  lan¬ 
guage  that  was  offered  in  committee  by 
the  sponsors  of  the  original  bill. 

I  am  certain  that  it  is  not  desired  to 
discriminate  against  motels  or  commun¬ 
ities  which  are  a  few  miles  away  from  a 
highway,  and  to  limit  the  advertising 
only  to  those  who  are  immediately  on 
the  new  highway. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS .  Will  the  Senator  read 
the  language  that  will  then  appear  in 
this  bill,  if  it  is  so  amended? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Subsec¬ 
tion  (3),  page  21,  line  18,  would  then 
read : 

Signs  advertising  activities  being  con¬ 
ducted  at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the 
point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

We  did  have  a  limitation  on  the  size  of 
the  signs.  But  if  the  sponsors  of  the 
general  section  do  not  want  a  limitation 
on  the  size  of  the  signs,  let  us  return  to 
the  open-end  matter  as  to  size,  which 
they  proposed  in  the  original  language. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  the  time  available  to  me. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  California  is  recognized  for 

2  minutes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
able  Senator  from  South  Dakota  whether 
he  interprets  his  amendment  to  mean 
that  under  the  regulations  which  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  would  adopt  and 
in  the  agreement  between  the  State  and 
the  Federal  Government,  the  actual  size 
of  such  signs  under  paragraph  (3)  would 
be  pursuant  to  State  law  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  agreement. 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  would 
think  so — and  consistent  with  the  policy 
and  the  standards  declared. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield  2’  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
when  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
presented  his  amendment — perhaps  I  did 
not  correctly  understand  what  he  said, 
because  of  the  confusion  which  then  ex¬ 
isted  on  the  floor — I  understood  him  to 
say  it  was  in  the  form  in  which  the 
Senator  from  California  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  originally  presented  it. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  modified  that  by  a  subse¬ 
quent  statement.  I  pointed  out  that  it 
was  in  the  form  in  which  those  Senators 
presented  it,  insofar  as  the  limitation  on 
size  was  concerned,  but  that  I  would 
preserve  the  right  of  businesses  which 
were  bypassed  and  were  off  the  right- 
of-way  to  have  the  same  right  as  those 
which  happened  to  be  immediately  on 
the  right-of-way. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  In  other  wrords, 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  would 
add  a  provision  that  businesses  within 
a  distance  of  12  miles  would  have  the 
privilege  of  having  signs  erected  along 
the  Interstate  Highway  System;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  that  when  a  motorist  who 
travels  on  the  Interstate  System  reaches 
one  town,  he  should  be  able  to  determine 
what  facilities  are  available  in  the  next 
town,  about  12  miles,  or  10  minutes, 
away. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  not  as  fa¬ 
miliar  with  road  construction  as  is  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota;  I  often 
marvel  at  his  vast  knowledge  of  the 
subject.  But  is  it  not  true  that  on  the 
Interstate  System  there  are  very  few 
stretches  where  interchanges  or  clo- 
verleafs  or  turnoffs  are  more  than,  let 
us  say,  24  miles  apart?  I  am  thinking 
of  the  Interstate  System  which  already 
has  been  constructed  and  the  standards 
which  have  been  established  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  and  by  my  own 
State.  If  my  memory  of  the  conditions  in 
my  own  State  is  accurate,  I  know  of  very 
few  stretches,  if  any,  in  Oregon — which 
is  a  State  of  vast  distances — where  the 
cloverleafs  or  interchanges  are  more  than 
24  miles  apart,  if  they  are  actually  that 
far  apart. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
most  of  them  are  closer  together  than 
that. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Then  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  mean  that  any  establishment 
located  within  12  miles  of  the  Interstate 
System  would  have  that  right;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
that  if  a  motel  or  a  community  is  by¬ 
passed,  it  should  have  the  right  to  ad¬ 
vertise,  by  means  of  a  sign,  that  its  lo¬ 
cation  is  “just  over  the  hill”  or  “down 
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the  road”  just  a  few  miles,  or  something 
of  that  sort.  That  is  what  we  are  en¬ 
deavoring  to  provide  for. 

I  thought  the  Senator  from  Utah  of¬ 
fered  a  reasonable  amendment.  But  ap¬ 
parently  those  who  are  interested  in 
having  the  bill  enacted  into  law  wanted 
to  deprive  the  communities  which  are 
off  the  highways  of  an  opportunity  equal 
to  that  of  those  that  happen  to  be  lo¬ 
cated  directly  on  the  highways.  The 
injustice  occurs  particularly  when  the 
route  is  changed,  and  when  some  are  by¬ 
passed  as  a  result  of  the  selection  of  the 
new  route. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Again,  I  certainly 
cannot  speak  for  my  cosponsor  or  for  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  But  I  believe 
this  amendment  opens  a  very  large  loop¬ 
hole  for  the  construction  of  signs. 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken]  has  just  called  my 
attention  to  something  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  and  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  earlier. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  has  expired. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  call  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  something  I  was  discussing  a 
moment  ago  in  private  with  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  namely,  the  possibility  that  this 
entire  situation  would  open  the  way  to 
very  extensive  brand  advertising,  al¬ 
though  I  recognize  that  the  amendment 
reads,  in  part,  “activities  being  conducted 
at  a  location  within  12  miles  of  the  point 
at  which  such  signs  are  located.” 

Yet  I  also  realize  that  an  “activity” 
could  be  the  sale  of  a  certain  kind  or 
brand  of  beer,  gasoline,  toothpaste,  or 
liquor  at  such  a  point;  and  I  realize  that, 
under  those  circumstances,  the  name  of 
the  brand  might  be  advertised  on  the 
signs  in  letters  very  much  larger — in  fact, 
virtually  unlimited  in  size — than  the 
letters  used  to  advertise  or  describe  the 
location  of  the  particular  establishment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  first,  let  me  say  that  the 
word  “activities”  did  not  originate  with 
me;  it  was  in  the  original  language. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
additional  time  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes;  and 
I  intend  to  modify  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  modify  my  amendment,  as 
follows; 

On  page  21,  strike  out  lines  18,  19,  and 
20,  as  they  appear  in  the  committee 
amendment,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof: 


3.  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant 
to  authorization  in  State  laws  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  advertising  ac¬ 
tivities  being  conducted  at  a  location  within 
12  miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs 
are  located. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Then  this  amendment 
would  preserve,  for  persons  who  engage 
in  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  such  signs  the  right  to  erect 
signs  “not  inconsistent  with  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section,”  and 
“maintained  pursuant  to  authorization 
in  State  law”,  would  it? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  send  the 
modified  amendment  to  the  desk? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  a  vote  on  the 
amendment;  and  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  time  at  my  disposal. 

Mi*.  KERR.  Let  me  ask  whether  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kttchel]  is  in  favor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  I  do  not  think  the 
junior  Senator  from  California  can  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  the  time  avail¬ 
able  to  the  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  informed  that  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  was 
controlling  the  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  wishes  to  have  an  opportunity  to 
see  the  amendment  before  the  vote  is 
taken. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Such  a 
request  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
is  in  order. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  hand  to  the  clerk  the 
amendment,  in  the  following  language: 

Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to 
authorization  or  permitted  under  State  law 
and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  pol¬ 
icy  and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising 
activities  being  conducted  at  a  location  with¬ 
in  12  miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs 
are  located. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  back  all  time  re¬ 
maining  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  to 
strike  out  section  12,  beginning  on  line 
19,  page  20. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Has  all  time  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  expired? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  five  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  LMr.  HickenlooperL 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All 
time  on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded 
back. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  On  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  HICKENLGOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  do  not  believe  I  shall  take  the  entire 
5  minutes  which  have  been  yielded  to  me, 
but  I  merely  wish  to  state  my  position  on 
the  general  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  to  strike  the  section  referring 
to  billboards.  I  have  no  brief  for  or 
against  billboards,  but  I  have  a  brief  for 
what  I  believe  to  be  the  responsibilities 
of  the  States  in  connection  with  these 
matters. 

I  have  an  objection  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  attempting  to  coerce  the  States 
into  doing  certain  things  on  which  they 
otherwise  might  exercise  their  own  in¬ 
dividual  judgment. 

With  special  reference  to  billboards,  I 
advert  to  a  statement  which  I  think  is 
contained  in  the  printed  hearings,  a  very 
distinguished  professor  at  Iowa  State 
College,  a  professor  of  psychology  and  di¬ 
rector  of  the  driving  laboratory  of  the 
Industrial  Science  Research  Institute  of 
Iowa  University,  made  an  intensive  study 
for  the  State  of  Iowa,  some  2  or  3  years 
ago,  of  the  psychological  impact  of  bill¬ 
boards,  and  other  things  of  that  kind, 
along  the  highways  of  our  State,  and 
other  places. 

As  a  result  of  the  study,  which  was 
impartial,  the  conclusion  was  reached 
that  abstractions  of  one  kind  or  another 
along  the  highway  contributed  to  safety 
rather  than  to  accidents. 

I  have  a  letter  from  Mr.  Lauer  under 
date  of  March  17,  1958,  addressed  to  me, 
which  I  shall  read  for  the  information 
of  Senators.  He  states : 

Dear  Senator  Hickenlooper  :  We  are  en¬ 
closing  a  short  article  on  a  subject  in  which 
many  of  your  constituents  have  an  interest. 

The  clearing  of  roadsides  back  660  feet  on 
each  side  would  have  a  deleterious  effect 
upon  safe  travel,  besides  being  discrimina¬ 
tory. 
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We  hope  you  will  vote  against  section  122 
of  the  control  amendment.  We  do  not  feel 
this  amendment  is  germane  to  the  purpose 
of  S.  3414. 

Very  sincerely  yours. 

A.  R.  Latter, 

Professor  of  Psychology, 
Director,  Driving  Laboratory, 
Industrial  Science  Research  Institute. 

In  order  to  have  the  record  complete, 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  an  article  written  by  Dr.  Lauer, 
entitled  “A  Favorable  Case  for  Highway 
Advertising  Signs”  or  ‘‘Helping  Them 
To  See  Better,”  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Helping  Them  To  See  Better 
(By  A.  R.  Lauer,  Ph.  D.,  Iowa  State  College) 

During  the  past  year  there  has  been  an 
upswing  in  accidents  which  apparently  are 
due  to  persons  overdriving  their  manipula¬ 
tive  and  seeing  ability.  Every  optometrist 
should  try  to  warn  patients  that  speeds  are 
dangerous  and  we  hope  this  short  description 
may  call  attention  to  some  things  which 
they  have  probably  overlooked. 

SOME  FALLACIOUS  REASONING 

Several  years  ago  it  was  generally  believed 
that  the  driver  must  fixate  his  eyes  in  the 
middle  of  the  highway  in  order  to  drive 
safely.  As  more  is  known  about  seeing  and 
driving  behavior,  it  becomes  obvious  that  the 
driver  must  scan  the  surroundings  in  order 
to  pick  up  the  danger  spots  around  him. 
There  is  a  decided  different  between  efficient 
use  of  the  eyes  and  ordinary  “rubber  neck¬ 
ing”  as  one  moves  along  the  highway. 

Any  student  of  reading  realizes  that  the 
eyes  must  scan  the  page  and  pick  out  the 
phrases,  with  as  few  fixations  as  possible,  as 
he  goes  along  the  page.  No  student  of  read¬ 
ing  has  ever  proposed  that  the  learner  fixate 
his  eyes  in  the  middle  of  the  page  and  at¬ 
tempt  to  read.  Eye  movements  are  necessary 
to  normal  alertness  and  a  reasonable  level  of 
attention. 

Every  practitioner  should  call  his  patients’ 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  is  not  only  nec¬ 
essary  to  have  good  vision  but  to  use  his 
eyes  efficiently.  It  is  possible  that  some  good 
vision  training  might  aid  materially  in  help¬ 
ing  motorists  to  scan  the  countryside,  and 
to  pick  out  the  danger  points  as  they  come 
along.  Some  aspects  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion  and  side  features  are  considered  here 
which  aid  the  motorist  in  seeing  more  effi¬ 
ciently  and  in  staying  out  of  accidents. 

The  myth  that  advertising  signs  cause  ac¬ 
cidents  has  been  fairly  well  exploded.  Sev¬ 
eral  studies  have  been  carried  out,  and  none 
of  them  have  shown  any  valid  evidence 
against  highway  signs  (see  attached  refer¬ 
ences).  In  fact,  one  study  in  Michigan, 
which  was  an  outdoor  study  along  route  U.  S. 
24  and  M.  58,  showed  that  a  slightly  bene¬ 
ficial  relationship  existed  between  safe  driv¬ 
ing  and  the  presence  of  highway  signs.  A 
laboratory  study  at  Iowa  State  College  has 
confirmed  this.  The  two  studies,  of  different 
nature,  originated  by  different  people  and 
carried  out  under  different  auspices,  were  so 
remarkably,  coincident  with  respect  to  results 
that  it  is  safe  to  say  there  is  a  slightly  bene¬ 
ficial  effect  of  signs  along  the  highway, 
although  the  relationship  was  low.  By 
proper  choice  of  locations  and  placing  of 
signs,  they  could  be  made  a  major  safety 
factor  in  safe  driving. 

This  beneficial  effect  could  be  greatly  im¬ 
proved  if  certain  practices  were  followed  by 
cooperative  arrangements  between  highway 
departments,  turnpike  commissions,  and 
outdoor  advertising  agencies.  Here  are  a  few 
of  the  reasons  why  advertising  signs  along 
the  highway  are  an  advantage  to  drivers  and 
are  an  aid  to  safe  motoring. 


THEY  KEEP  THE  DRIVER  AWAKE 

It  has  been  shown  in  a  number  of  ways 
that  an  alert  driver  is  more  likely  to  stay  out 
of  trouble  than  the  driver  who  is  drowsy  and 
bored  by  a  simple  performance,  such  as  ma¬ 
nipulating  a  motor  vehicle  under  normal 
conditions.  The  ease  of  driving  a  modern 
automobile  does  not  help  the  situation. 
When  an  emergency  arises,  there  is  such  a 
radical  change  from  the  very  simple  type  of 
operation  to  a  very  complex  one,  unless  the 
driver  is  quite  alert.  Unless  the  driver  is 
mentally  active  he  may  suffer  from  what 
some  have  designated  as  highway  hypnosis. 
It  is  really  a  state  of  semilethargy  from  which 
the  operator  is  unable  to  rouse  himself 
quickly  enough.  This  must  be  considered  in 
terms  of  split  seconds  at  times  in  response 
to  new  situations  which  arise.  If  the  level 
of  alertness  is  kept  high,  the  operator  will 
be  in  much  better  shape  to  respond  correctly 
and  avoid  an  accident. 

In  some  studies  of  night  driving,  it  was 
shown  by  Roper  and  others,  that  one  can 
respond  to  a  dummy  thrown  on  the  highway 
twice  as  quickly  if  he  has  had  some  fore¬ 
warning  that  the  object  would  be  presented 
during  the  trip.  Anyone  who  has  had  charge 
of  a  musical  group,  such  as  a  symphony  or¬ 
chestra,  a  band  or  a  choir,  knows  there  must 
be  a  warning  signal,  such  as  tapping  on  the 
music  stand,  to  alert  the  group  for  the  at¬ 
tack.  Otherwise  the  entrances  are  slow  and 
uncertain.  A  conductor  uses  his  baton  to 
indicate  cues  to  the  less  alert  performers  in 
his  organization  during  a  performance.  In 
a  similar  way,  safe  driving  in  traffic  implies 
a  high  degree  of  alertness  at  all  times.  The 
use  of  the  word  attention  by  the  military, 
in  starting  any  formation  activity,  is  tradi¬ 
tional. 

There  is  ample  experimental  evidence,  on 
basic  theoretical  grounds,  for  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  alert  driver  is  more  likely  to  do 
a  better  job  and  have  fewer  accidents  than 
the  driver  who  is  less  alert.  Drunkenness, 
sleepiness,  excessive  fatigue,  disturbances 
within  the  automobile,  preoccupation,  sud¬ 
den  diversion  of  the  attention  by  moving  ob¬ 
jects,  such  as  a  deer  jumping  into  the  path 
of  the  car,  are  potentially  dangerous. 

WHAT  DOES  THE  DRIVER  SEE? 

There  is  very  little  evidence  that  diver¬ 
sions  caused  by  stationary  objects,  outside 
the  automobile,  increase  hazards.  In  fact, 
there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  there  are 
more  accidents  in  the  Western  States,  where 
there  are  fewer  things  to  see  outside  the 
car,  than  in  the  Eastern  States,  where  there 
are  numerous  stimuli.  Even  scenic  gran¬ 
deur  becomes  monotonous  after  a  time. 

Accidents  in  the  rural  areas  are  increas¬ 
ing:  whereas  the  accidents  in  the  urban 
areas  are  being  controlled  to  some  extent. 
Accidents  at  night  are  much  more  frequent 
per  mile  of  driving  than  accidents  in  day¬ 
light.  It  would  be  supposed  that  in  day¬ 
light,  when  one  could  see  more  things,  that 
the  dangers  would  be  greater  if  nonmoving 
visible  objects  outside  the  car  are  sources  of 
hazard.  The  reverse  is  true. 

CUES  FOR  MOTORISTS 

Everyone  remembers  when  it  was  custom¬ 
ary,  in  certain  parts  of  the  United  States, 
for  certain  advertisements  to  be  placed  on 
large  signboards  at  the  end  of  long  stretches 
of  road  ending  in  a  curve.  This  type  of  in¬ 
stallation  was  good,  and  no  one  has  ever 
registered  a  complaint,  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  writer,  on  this  practice.  At  least  no  one 
seems  to  have  ever  run  into  such  a  sign. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  many  places 
in  the  country  today  where  curves  are 
guarded  at  the  end  by  a  large  sign.  No  haz¬ 
ards  are  introduced.  Conversely,  in  one  lo¬ 
cation  to  the  writer’s  knowledge,  there  have 
been  22  persons  killed  in  several  different 
crashes  at  the  end  of  a  long  curve  where 
there  was  a  tree  poorly  marked  by  a  small 


arrow  1  foot  long.  No  one  has  presented 
any  evidence  of  a  driver  running  directly 
into  a  large  sign  placed  across  the  roadway 
so  as  to  be  seen  at  sufficient  distance  to  warn 
of  an  approaching  curve. 

If  reflectorized  signs  were  used  at  the  end 
of  such  curves,  it  would  be  much  better 
than  even  the  painted  or  poster  sign  at 
night.  Reflectorization  stands  out  bril¬ 
liantly  in  the  headlight  beam,  and  it  will 
warn  a  driver  several  thousand  feet  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  the  curve  coming  up.  Most  acci¬ 
dents  on  curves  occur  because  of  insufficient 
warning.  Thus  speed  is  highly  associated 
with  accidents  on  curves.  Studies  have 
shown  that  curves  at  the  end  of  long  tangent 
sections  are  more  dangerous. 

WHERE  SHOULD  THE  EYES  BE  DIRECTED? 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  motorist 
is  bound  to  look  around  and  scan  the  land¬ 
scape  adjacent  to  the  highway.  If  he  sees 
trees,  wild  animals,  domestic  animals,  farm¬ 
houses,  etc.,  those  will  occupy  a  certain  pro¬ 
portion  of  his  attention.  If  he  keeps  his 
eyes  fixed  in  the  middle  of  the  road  all  the 
time,  he  will  become  drowsy,  cannot  stay 
awake,  and  will  be  less  alert.  He  must  scan 
the  area  ahead,  as  a  radar  beam  scans  the 
sky,  for  every  plane  or  object  that  may  re¬ 
quire  his  further  attention.  Good  vision 
aids  in  this  respect. 

These  fundamental  principles  in  the  use 
of  the  eyes  are  so  elementary  that  any  parent  | 
or  grandparent  need  only  observe  the  small 
infants  in  his  family  to  realize  that  it  is  not 
human  nature  to  fixate  the  eyes  for  a  long 
time  on  1  object  or  in  1  direction. 

This  is  one  of  the  basic  reasons  why  mo¬ 
tion  pictures  and  television  have  held  such 
a  long  reign  and  have  worked  themselves 
into  the  very  core  of  our  entertainment 
world.  One  looks  at  the  film  but  the  scene 
is  constanlty  changing.  A  wide  screen  is 
better  because  the  eyes  have  more  latitude 
of  movement.  If  the  scene  remains  rela¬ 
tively  inactive  over  15  seconds  the  story  will 
become  boring,  and  the  telecast,  motion  pic¬ 
ture,  play,  or  whatever  the  nature  of  enter¬ 
tainment,  will  be  characterized  as  dull  by 
the  audience.  Gone  are  the  days  of  the 
magic  lantern.  Our  eyes  demand  movement 
in  keeping  with  the  20th  century  develop¬ 
ments  and  activity. 

SUMMARY 

We  must  conclude,  therefore,  that  the 
case  for  advertising  signs  along  the  high¬ 
way  is  strongly  favorable,  and  it  could  be 
made  much  more  so  by  beautifying  the  de¬ 
signs  and  surroundings  of  the  locations  j 
where  such  signs  are  placed.  It  is  likely  that 
some  very  novel  and  attractive  modernistic 
creations  will  appear  along  our  superhigh¬ 
ways  during  the  next  decade.  Close  coopera¬ 
tion  with  highway  departments  is  needed. 

Signs  well  placed  along  the  highway  make 
driving  on  highways  safer  since  they  serve  as 
objects  of  stimulation  and  cues  to  road  char¬ 
acteristics.  Reflectorized  signs  are  particu¬ 
larly  effective  at  night  for  guarding  curves. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  excerpt 
from  page  2  of  the  Driving  Laboratory 
News  of  Iowa  State  College,  Ames,  Iowa, 
March  6,  1957,  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

(c)  An  interesting  set  of  installations  close 
(within  15  degrees  to  the  side)  to  the  road¬ 
side  to  avoid  remote  landscape  rubberneck¬ 
ing  by  motorists.  This  should  include  the 
expected  manmade  installations  of  business, 
residences,  display  and  advertising  signs, 
route  markers,  landscaping  and  planting 
along  with  the  natural  scenery  indigenous  to 
the  locale.  Novelty  and  change  should  be 
the  keynote  from  the  standpoint  of  driving 
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safety.  The  passing  motorist  must  have 
proper  stimulation  to  keep  him  on  the  alert 
all  the  time. 

(d)  Proper  design  for  sight  distance  and 
scientific  banking  to  make  curves  safe. 

(e)  Large-lettered  signs  and  advance  warn¬ 
ing  signals. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  that  immediately  following 
there  be  printed  in  the  Record  an  arti¬ 
cle  written  by  William  Bancroft  Mel- 
lor,  reprinted  from  the  November  1954 
issue  of  Pageant  magazine,  entitled 
“Posters  May  Be  Lifesavers.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

[From  Pageant  magazine  of  November 
1954] 

Stop,  Look,  and  Listen  Before  You  Damn 
Those  Highway  Billboards 
(By  William  Bancroft  Mellor) 

A  midwestern  psychology  professor  has 
Just  come  up  with  some  scientific  findings 
about  safe  driving  that  are  pretty  sure  to 
annoy  just  about  everybody — with  the  pos¬ 
sible  exception  of  the  people  who  make 
roadside  billboards  and  those  who  use  them 
for  advertising. 

For  the  results  of  his  long  and  carefully 
controlled  tests  fly  right  in  the  face  of  the 
widely  held  popular  belief  that  billboard 
signs  lining  our  highways  not  only  are  un¬ 
sightly  blots  on  our  natural  scenic  beauties 
but  also  are  safety  hazards. 

The  study,  made  at  Iowa  State  College, 
shows  that  highway  advertising  signs  ac¬ 
tually  result  in  more  efficient  and  safer 
operation  of  automobiles.  The  test  was 
conducted  by  Dr.  A.  R.  Lauer,  psychology  pro¬ 
fessor  and  director  of  the  driving  laboratory 
in  the  Industrial  Science  Research  Institute. 

Using  scientific  testing  devices,  he  and 
his  associates  sent  480  motorists  over  a  stiff 
driving  course  during  a  period  of  10  months. 
Here  are  their  findings: 

By  keeping  motorists’  eyes  constantly  on 
the  move,  roadside  stimuli  help  to  prevent 
the  highway  hypnosis  which  is  becoming  an 
increasingly  important  factor  in  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  accidents. 

The  test  drivers,  most  of  whom  were  male 
students  of  Iowa  State,  were  more  alert,  got 
into  fewer  accident  situations,  and  made 
faster  time  on.  highways  lined  with  bill¬ 
boards  than  on  unadorned  ones. 

The  drivers  on  the  highways  with  bill¬ 
boards  saw  just  about  as  much  of  the  land¬ 
scape  as  those  on  roads  with  no  distractions. 

“Every  motorist  who  has  used  one  of  our 
new  high  speed  turnpikes,”  Dr.  Lauer  claims, 
“has  at  one  time  or  another  found  himself 
becoming  drowsy — lulled  to  sleep  by  the 
very  features  which  were  intended  to  pro¬ 
mote  safety:  the  long,  straight  stretches  of 
road,  the  lack  of  opposing  streams  of  traffic, 
and  the  vast  reaches  of  monotonous  land¬ 
scape,  unbroken  by  any  familiar,  manmade 
stimuli. 

“With  nothing  to  draw  his  gaze  from  the 
highway,  he  concentrates  on  that  long  rib¬ 
bon  of  concrete  or  macadam  until  he  has 
literally  hypnotized  himself.  There  you  have 
an  accident  in  the  making.  Give  him  some¬ 
thing  to  draw  his  attention  away  from  the 
road  from  time  to  time,  however,  and  he 
remains  alert.  He  is  a  better  driver.” 

Dr.  Lauer  conducted  his  billboard  tests 
with  a  gadget  called  a  “drivometer,”  a  de¬ 
vice  similar  to  those  used  by  state  highway 
departments  and  automobile  clubs  for  de¬ 
termining  drivers’  reactions  under  simulated 
driving  conditions. 

“It  wouldn’t  have  been  practical,”  he  said, 
“to  send  our  ‘guinea  pigs’  out  on  actual 
highways,  for  in  real  life  an  accident  situa¬ 
tion  presents  itself  only  about  once  in  each 


3,000  hours  of  driving,  on  the  average.  By 
using  the  drivometer,  with  its  simulated 
highways,  we  were  able  to  compress  into 
months  driving  experience  which  would  have 
taken  years  of  actual  travel.” 

The  drivometer  consisted  of  an  automobile 
driver’s  seat  equipped  with  full-sized  operat¬ 
ing  controls.  In  front  of  it  was  a  box  con¬ 
taining  an  endless  belt — the  simulated  high¬ 
way. — flanked  by  scale  models  of  houses, 
churches,  schools,  animals,  shrubs,  trees,  and 
other  objects  normally  seen  along  a  country 
road.  A  miniature  automobile,  running 
along  this  “highway,”  was  controlled  by  the 
steering  wheel. 

The  test  drivers  were  required  to  keep  the 
miniature  car  on  the  right  side  of  the  road, 
comply  with  all  traffic  signals  as  in  ordinary 
driving,  and  complete  the  trip  in  the  short¬ 
est  possible  time.  Their  efficiency  was  re¬ 
corded  by  an  electric  counter. 

Thirty  of  the  drivers  were  used  as  a  con¬ 
trol  group,  and  drove  only  over  a  highway 
plastered  with  billboards.  Other  drivers 
were  rotated  over  three  different  types  of 
highways:  one  with  no  billboards,  one  with 
advertising  signs  placed  on  both  sides  of  the 
road  at  angles  varying  from  0°  to  30°  from 
the  line  of  vision  straight  ahead,  and  a  third 
with  signs  placed  at  angles  of  15°  to  45°. 

Their  composite  mean  scores  for  the  three 
types  of  highway  were:  71.98  on  roads  with 
no  billboards;  78.70  on  those  with  signs  at 
angles  from  15°  to  45°,  and  80.00  on  high¬ 
ways  with  signs  varying  in  angle  from  0° 
to  30°. 

The  Lauer  study  inevitably  will  have  two 
results:  it  will  draw  fire  from  the  groups  of 
nature  lovers  who  have  been  arguing  for 
years  that  billboards  are  safety  menaces,  and 
it  will  be  carefully  scrutinized,  in  the  light 
of  our  annual  toll  of  38,000  motor  vehicle 
fatalities,  by  highway  officials  and  safety  ex¬ 
perts.  You  may  hate  billboards  from  an 
esthetic  viewpoint,  but  you  may  owe  your 
life  to  one. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
as  I  say,  I  hold  no  special  brief  for  any 
particular  medium  of  advertising,  but  I 
do  have  objection  to  what  I  believe  to  be 
congressional  coercion  in  connection  with 
inducements  to  States  to  do  certain 
things  they  otherwise  might  or  might  not 
do. 

Therefore,  I  support  the  proposition 
that  the  bill  is  for  the  purpose  of  build¬ 
ing  highways,  not  for  controlling  the 
esthetics  of  the  situation  which  should  be 
left  to  the  States.  ✓ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  With  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  these  articles  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  Record,  and  the  expression 
of  my  reasons  for  voting  as  I  do,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr]. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll,  and  Mr.  Aiken  voted  in  the 
negative  when  his  name  was  called. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Is  the  vote  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  and  other  Senators  to  elimi¬ 
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nate  and  strike  out  the  so-called  bill¬ 
board  incentive  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  is  correct. 

The  yea  and  nay  vote  will  proceed. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  and  con¬ 
cluded  the  call  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  LMr.  Ellen - 
der],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  ,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  I  Mr.  Monroney]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  would  vote 
“yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  has  a  pair  with 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jenner]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  would  vote 
“nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner]  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  and  the  Senator  from  In¬ 
diana  [Mr.  Jenner]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  EridgesL  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Capehart]  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jen¬ 
ner]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indi¬ 
ana  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  41, 
nays  47,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 41 


Barrett 

Hill 

Murray 

Bennett 

Holland 

Potter 

Bible 

Hruska 

Russell 

Butler 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Scott 

Curtis 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Malone 

Stennis 

Dworshak 

Mansfield 

Talmadge 

Eastland 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thurmond 

Ervin 

Martin,  Pa. 

Williams 

Frear 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Gold  water 

McNamara 

Young 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

NAYS— 47 

Aiken 

Gore 

Neuberger 

Allott 

Green 

O'Mahoney 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hennings 

Payne 

Bricker 

Hoblitzell 

Proxmire 

Bush 

Ives 

Purtell 

Byrd 

Jackson 

Revercomb 

Carroll 

Javits 

Robertson 

Case,  N.  J. 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Smith,  Maine 

Church 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Clark 

Kuchel 

Symington 

Cooper 

Lausche 

Thye 

Cotton 

Magnuson 

Watkins 

Douglas 

Morse 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Morton 
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NOT  VOTING— 8 

Bridges  Flanders  Long 

Capehart  Humphrey  Monroney 

Ellender  Jenner 

So  Mr.  Kerr’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  Kerr  amend¬ 
ment  was  rejected  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute,  as  amended.  The  bill  is  open  to 
further  amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  so-called  utility  section. 
The  amendment  is  technical. 

It  is  amendment  No.  3  on  the  mimeo¬ 
graphed  sheet  of  amendments  which  I 
have  distributed  to  all  Senators.  So  far 
as  I  know,  there  is  no  objection  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative*  Clerk.  On  page  20, 
at  the  end  of  line  14,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  the  period,  insert  a  semicolon, 
and  the  following:  “ Provided  further. 
That  Federal  funds  shall  not  be  reim¬ 
bursed  to  any  State  under  this  section 
when  the  payment  to  the  utility  violates 
the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal 
contract  between  the  utility  and  the 
State”; 

On  page  20,  lines  16  and  17,  strike  out 
the  words:  “covered  by  formal  project 
agreements  executed  by  the  Secretary” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof:  “for  which 
Federal  funds  are  obligated”;  and  on 
line  18,  after  the  word  Act  and  before 
the  period,  insert:  “for  work  including 
relocation  of  utility  facilities.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  wish  to  have  his  amendments 
considered  en  bloc? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes.  I  hope  I  may  have 
the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee.  The  amendments  are 
really  technical  amendments,  and  were 
suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads.  The  purpose  is  to 
make  the  language  in  the  bill  conform  to 
existing  law  with  respect  to  payments 
where  State  laws  or  State  contracts 
might  be  violated.  The  main  provision 
is  in  the  present  law. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  asked  my  staff  to  get  in 
touch  with  the  Bureau  of  Roads  for  their 
legal  and  technical  advice  with  respect 
to  the  amendment.  It  is  as  the  able 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  stated; 
the  amendments  are  technical,  but 
make  the  provision  administratively 
more  feasible.  I  accept  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  notice  that  the  bill 
provides: 

Whenever  a  State  under  State  law  is  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  the 
cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  neces¬ 
sitated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on 
any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems. 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse 
the  State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  pro¬ 
portion  as  Federal  funds  are  expended  on 
the  projects,  not  to  exceed  70  percent  of  such 
cost  which  the  State  is  obligated  to^pay. 

Does  the  amendment  change  the  70 
percent  provision? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  does 
not.  The  amendment  does  not  go  to  the 
70  percent.  It  does  not  go  to  the  merits 
of  the  utility  section  at  all.  At  the  end 
of  the  paragraph  the  amendment  would 
provide  that  Federal  funds  shall  not  be 
reimbursed  to  any  State  when  the  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of 
the  State  or  violates  a  legal  contract  be¬ 
tween  the  utility  and  the  State. 

That  provision  is  contained  in  the 
present  law.  It  should  have  been  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  language  of  the  bill  when 
it  was  written.  I  do  not  know  why  it 
was  not  included.  Counsel  for  the 
Bureau  of  Roads  believes  it  ought  to  be 
included.  I  cannot  see  how  anyone 
would  wish  a  payment  to  be  made  to  a 
State  if  it  violated  a  law  of  the  State 
or  if  it  violated  a  contract  between  a 
utility  and  the  State. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  principal  objec¬ 
tion  in  my  State  to  the  70  percent  pro¬ 
vision  is  that  our  State  law  requires  it 
to  pay  it  all.  If  the  State  pays  for  it 
all,  it  can  be  reimbursed  for  only  70 
percent  of  the  Federal  contribution  the 
State  might  receive  under  the  law  as  it 
now  is. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator’s  objection  would  go  to  the  para-* 
graph  in  the  bill  as  a  whole,  not  to  the 
amendment.  The  Senator  may  be  op¬ 
posed  to  the  provision  in  the  bill,  but  so 
far  as  my  perfecting  amendment  is  con¬ 
cerned,  I  cannot  see  that  he  would  have 
any  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator 
know  whether  another  amendment  will 
take  care  of  this  matter? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes, 
there  will  be  an  amendment  offered,  I 
believe,  to  strike  out  the  entire  section, 
and  that  is  when  the  Senator  would  wish 
to  speak,  I  believe,  and  probably  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  to  strike  that  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska],  I  believe,  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  offer  such  an  amendment, 
which  would  strike  the  entire  section 
from  the  bill. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  would  not  object 
to  the  section  in  the  bill,  provided  it 
would  make  the  payment  on  the  same 
basis  that  the  Federal  Government  now 
contributes  to  the  States  under  the  reg¬ 
ular  highway  provision. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
Senator  is  talking  against  the  entire 
paragraph,  not  against  the  perfecting 
amendment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing,  en  bloc,  to  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to  en 
bloc.. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  12, 
in  lines  11  through  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “the  sum  of  $36,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961,”  and  insert  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  “the  additional  sum  of  $10,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
and  the  sum  of  $36,000,000  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960 
and  June  30,  1961.” 

On  page  12,  lines  14  through  16,  it  is 
proposed  to  stride  out  “the  sum  of  $34,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961,”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  additional  sum  of 
$13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of  $34,000,- 
000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  | 
June  30,  1960  and  June  30,  1961.” 

On  page  13,  line  4,  after  “years  end¬ 
ing”  it  is  proposed  to  insert  “June  30, 
1959.” 

On  page  13,  lines  9  through  11,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  apportionment  hereto¬ 
fore  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
is  hereby  approved.” 

On  page  16,  lines  7  through  9.  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “the  sum  of  $4,- 
000,000  for  the  'fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1961,”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  additional  sum  of 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of  $4,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June 
30,  1960  and  June  30,  1961.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes.  Does  he  desire  that  his  . 
amendments  be  considered  en  bloc?  ' 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  myself  as 
much  time,  within  the  limitation,  as  I 
may  need. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  offered  the 
amendments  to  S.  3414  on  behalf  of  my¬ 
self  and  Senators  Allott,  Anderson, 
Barrett,  Bennett,  Dworshak,  Gold- 
^vater,  Morse,  Murray,  Jackson,  Neu- 
BERGER,  MAGNUSON,  CHURCH,  O’MaHONEY, 

Watkins,  Langer,  Thye,  Carroll.  The 
amendments  would  authorize  additional 
funds  for  forest  highways,  forest  devel¬ 
opment  roads  and  trails,  and  public  land 
highways  for  fiscal  year  1959. 

One  of  the  prime  objectives  of  S.  3414 
is  to  make  available  additional  funds  in 
1959.  We  are  completely  in  accord  with 
this  purpose,  and  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  authorization  of  additional 
appropriations  for  these  3  types  of  roads 
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for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961,  but  not 
for  1959.  Our  amendment  corrects  this 
oversight. 

We  have  purposefully  omitted  from 
our  amendment  park  roads  and  Indian 
roads  because  we  were  advised  that  there 
are  substantial  funds — $20  million  for 
park  roads  and  $10  million  for  Indian 
roads — which  are  available  and  unobli¬ 
gated.  This  is  not  the  case  for  forest 
highways,  forest  development  roads,  and 
public  land  roads.  There  is  a  small  bal¬ 
ance  in  the  forest  development  road 
fund,  but  it  could  readily  be  obligated  in 
the  next  few  months. 

The  amendment  will  make  available 
sufficient  funds  in  the  next  year  to  get 
started  many  road  projects  which  many 
States  would  not  be  able  to  start  under 
normal  circumstances.  These  road  pro¬ 
grams  will  provide  employment  where 
it  is  so  badly  needed. 

FOREST  HIGHWAY  FUNDS 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has  a 
$1.3  billion  backlog  of  work  on  forest 
highways.  It  is  apparent  that  the  ad¬ 
ditional  $10  million  proposed  in  this 
amendment  can  be  readily  spent. 

About  80  percent  of  the  forest  high¬ 
ways  are  a  part  of  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  system.  The  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  now  being  considered 
by  the  Senate  proposes  a  31 -percent 
speedup  for  the  ABC  roads  for  1959  by 
adding  $400  million.  The  amendment 
proposes  a  30 -percent  increase  for  forest 
highways  in  order  that  they  can  keep 
pace  with  the  accelerated  ABC  program. 

About  85  percent  of  the  national  for¬ 
est  system  is  in  the  20  Western  States 
and  Alaska.  About  85  percent  of  the 
funds  are  allocated  to  these  States.  Un¬ 
less  we  add  the  forest  highway  money, 
the  Western  States  will  lag  behind  in 
the  forest  highway  program. 

FOREST  HIGHWAY  FORMULA 

We  also  propose  in  our  amendment  to 
revert  to  the  language  adopted  by  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads.  This  language 
assumes  that  pending  the  completion  of 
a  detailed  study  called  for  in  section  3 
(b)  of  S.  3414,  the  same  percentage  of 
the  total  authorization  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  the  several  States  as  has 
been  distributed  for  the  last  30  years. 
As  the  bill  was  reported  from  the  com¬ 
mittee,  it  applies  the  30-year  formula  to 
1960  and  1961  but  excepts  1-959.  We  re¬ 
spectfully  point  out  that  20  of  the  42 
States  that  receive  forest  highway  funds 
will  face  a  cutback  in  1959. 

Of  the  12  Western  States,  8  will  suffer 
substantial  reductions,  while  4  will  gain. 
However,  the  gains  of  the  4  States 
largely  offset  the  losses  of  the  8.  The 
States  which  are  the  most  vitally  af¬ 
fected  all  face  critical  problems  of  un¬ 
employment.  In  my  own  State,  officials 
have  advised  me  that  Montana  will  be 
hard  pressed  to  match  funds  under  the 
ABC  and  interstate  programs.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  equity  requires  the  consistent 
application  of  the  time-honored  per¬ 
centage  for  the  distribution  of  funds 
pending  the  receipt  of  the  further  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  as  called  for  in  S.  3414. 

FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

The  Forest  Service  needs  about  400,000 
miles  of  forest  roads  ultimately  to  de¬ 


velop  the  180  million  acres  in  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  for  full  public  use  and  en¬ 
joyment.  Most  of  these  roads  are  un¬ 
surfaced  or  gravel,  with  heavy-duty 
bridges  and  culverts  to  accommodate 
heavy  log  trucks  and  recreational  use. 
The  Forest  Service  has  a  tremendous 
amount  of  roadwork  surveyed  and 
planned.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  the  additional  funds  proposed  in 
the  amendment  can  be  put  to  immediate 
and  effective  use. 

I  am  sure  that  I  need  point  out  the 
great  value  of  this  program  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  welfare  of  the  lumber  industry  in 
the  Northwest,  which  at  present  is  suf¬ 
fering  from  a  severe  recession. 

We  must  have  adequate  and  sufficient 
forest  roads  and  trails  to  meet  heavy 
demands  for  timber  and  to  allow  the 
orderly  marketing  of  it. 

Among  all  the  various  types  of  road 
projects,  the  forest  roads  assure  the 
highest  ratio  of  employment  to  money 
expended.  In  addition,  they  constitute 
about  the  only  road  program  which  is 
really  geared  to  get  into  the  timber 
areas  to  relieve  the  critical  unemploy¬ 
ment  that  exists.  The  $13  million  in¬ 
crease  will  enable  progress  in  this  di¬ 
rection. 

PUBLIC  LAND  HIGHWAYS 

This  amendment  also  proposes  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $2  million  in  the  funds  for 
public  land  highways.  As  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak]  pointed  out  to  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  during  his 
•testimony,  there  are  180  million  acres 
of  public  domain  lands  in  the  Western 
States.  In  certain  instances  roads  are 
needed  which  cannot,  for  one  reason  or 
another,  be  provided  under  any  of  the 
other  regular  programs.  The  proposed 
$2  million  increase  will  provide  that  the 
level  of  funds  authorized  for  1959  will 
be  the  same  as  those  authorized  for 
fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 

Mr.  President,  some  States  will  have 
difficulty  in  taking  immediate  advan¬ 
tage  of  an  accelerated  interstate  and 
ABC  programs,  but  all  of  them  can  take 
better  and  more  immediate  advantage  of 
the  forest  highway  and  public  land 
highway  programs.  I  urge  that  the 
amendment  be  adopted  as  submitted. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Both  the  junior 
Senator  from  Montana  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Colorado  are  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  offering  the  amendment. 
The  amendment  affects  a  number  of 
States:  Arizona,  California,  Colorado, 
Idaho,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Maine, 
Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska,  New 
Hampshire,  New  Mexico.  North  Dakota, 
Pennsylvania,  South  Dakota,  Vermont, 
and  Wyoming,  and  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  new  formula, 
established  without  consultation  with 
State  authorities  or  with  Congress, 
caused  a  serious  setback  in  the  fiscal 
1959  appropriations  of  a  great  many 
States? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  think  it  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  state  some  of  the  figures. 


For  example,  California  lost  $194,000; 
Arizona,  $148,000;  Colorado,  $313,000; 
Idaho,  $172,000;  Montana,  $143,000; 
Wyoming,  $158,000.  I  have  rounded  the 
figures. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Montana  if 
the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  not 
only  to  reestablish  for  1960  and  1961 
the  formula  previously  used,  but  also  to 
enable  those  States  which  suffered  from 
the  new  formula  to  continue  to  build 
highways. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

I  now  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time 
to  the  senior  Senator  from  Colorado, 
who  is  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  this  amendment  to  provide 
additional  funds  for  forest  highways, 
forest  development  roads  and  trails,  and 
public  land  highways  for  fiscal  year  1959. 
The  adoption  of  this  amendment  will 
provide  substantial  additional  amounts 
for  these  roads  during  the  summer  of 
1958  when  construction  can  be  under¬ 
taken. 

For  some  time  I  have  been  giving 
thought  to  some  of  the  tangible  ways 
we  might  dedicate  legislative  efforts  to 
commemorate  appropriately  the  100th 
anniversary  of  the  birth  of  Teddy 
Roosevelt.  This,  I  believe,  is  one  way 
we  can  fulfill  that  obligation.  Teddy 
Roosevelt  was  a  man  of  action.  Any 
honors  we  propose  for  him  should  be  in 
the  spirit  of  his  great  role  in  American 
history.  If  I  could  name  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Highway  Act — supposing  it 
could  be  given  a  popular  title — I  would 
suggest  calling  it  the  Teddy  Roosevelt 
amendment. 

As  those  of  us  from  the  West  know  so 
well,  it  was  President  Theodore  Roose¬ 
velt,  aided  by  Gifford  Pinchot,  who 
transformed  the  forest  reserves  into  na¬ 
tional  forests.  Wise  use  based  upon  the 
principle  of  the  greatest  good  to  the 
greatest  number  was  the  cornerstone  of 
Teddy  Roosevelt’s  conservation  philos¬ 
ophy.  The  foresight  and  wisdom  of 
Roosevelt  insured  that  this  great  180- 
million-acre  Federal  domain  would 
serve  all  of  our  people  for  generations 
to  come.  The  soil,  water,  timber,  grass, 
and  scenery  would  assure  Americans  a 
full  measure  of  the  economic  and  spirit¬ 
ual  benefits  needed  to  promote  a  healthy 
Nation.  Certainly  roads  are  a  basic  and 
integral  part  of  our  forest  development, 
essential  to  the  people’s  use  and  enjoy¬ 
ment.  What  better  way  can  we  honor 
this  great  man  than  to  continue  the 
work  he  began  in  our  national  forests. 

The  forest  highway  system,  which  ex¬ 
tends  through  the  40  States  with  na¬ 
tional  forests,  has  needs  which  total 
more  than  $1  billion.  Road  develop¬ 
ment  is  required  equally  for  timber  ac¬ 
cess  and  recreational  use.  The  Forest 
Service  needs  400,000  miles  of  road  to 
develop  ultimately  the  resources  of  our 
national  forests. 

I  may  say  that  in  some  places  these 
roads  actually  are  identical  with  the  In¬ 
terstate  Highway  System. 

We  are  suggesting  a  very  modest 
amendment  in  relation  to  these  stagger¬ 
ing  needs.  We  would  make  $10  million 
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more  available  for  forest  highways  and 
$13  million  available  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  for  1959,  so  that 
each  program  would  stand  at  $40  million 
for  this  year.  We  would  also  add  $2 
million  for  public  land  highways,  raising 
this  program  to  $4  million. 

There  is  no  denying  that  our  economy 
nationally  is  sagging  at  the  present  time. 
This  increase  is  one  positive  and  mean¬ 
ingful  action  to  counteract  that  tend¬ 
ency.  These  three  programs  are  unique 
in  that  practically  no  funds  are  held  in 
budget  reserves,  as  is  the  case  with  park 
and  Indian  roads.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  the  money 
can  be  carried  forward  if  the  sum  of  the 
efforts  being  undertaken  government¬ 
wide  is  sufficient  to  change  the  economic 
outlook.  Therefore,  I  view  this  proposal 
as  providing  the  President  with  another 
antirecession  device;  and  I  believe  that 
we  in  the  Congress  should  do  no  less  than 
this. 

Mr.  President,  I  close  my  remarks  with 
this  observation:  The  Public  Works 
Committee  has  moved  rapidly  to  bring 
before  us  a  bill  which  has  strong  bi¬ 
partisan  support.  It  has  worked  hard 
to  achieve  two  goals.  The  bill  will  insure 
that  the  long-range  program  will  go  for¬ 
ward  while  we  deal  with  the  immediate 
questions  before  us.  When  we  reflect  on 
the  complexities  of  the  highway  prob¬ 
lems  confronting  the  Nation,  the  general 
excellence  of  the  bill  warrants  our 
warmest  congratulations  to  this  com¬ 
mittee. 

We  who  have  advanced  this  amend¬ 
ment  have  done  so  in  order  to  assist  in 
providing  a  well-rounded  bill. 

Senate  bill  3414  will  provide  $400  mil¬ 
lion  additional  for  the  ABC  reads.  The 
increases  we  suggest  are  in  keeping  with 
the  objective,  and  will  insure  that  our 
forest  roads  will  go  forward  at  the  same 
rate  as  our  primary  road  systems. 

We  can  achieve  these  great  imme¬ 
diate  purposes,  and  at  the  same  time  can 
continue  to  build  a  practical  monument 
to  the  wisdom  and  foresight  of  Teddy 
Roosevelt,  who  was  such  a  paramount 
figure  in  the  development  of  our  mighty 
national  forest  system. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
State  a  number  of  roads  in  the  national 
forests  were  built  by  the  CCC  camps, 
during  the  depression.  Of  course,  they 
were  only  dirt  roads;  none  of  them  was 
hard  surfaced.  Furthermore,  they  were 
rather  narrow  roads,  and  in  some  cases 
were  rather  dangerous  for  use  by  auto¬ 
mobiles. 

Since  that  time,  people  still  have  tried 
to  use  those  roads;  but  for  quite  a  num¬ 
ber  of  miles  the  roads  should  be  made 
wider,  in  order  to  be  safer  for  use  by 
the  people  who  travel  in  the  forests. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Colorado  have 
such  roads  in  his  own  State? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Yes;  there  are  many 
in  Colorado;  and  I  think  the  condition 
the  Senator  from  Utah  has  described  is 
common  to  many  of  the  areas  of  the 
West,  where  the  great  bulk  of  the  public 
are  kept  from  large  areas  of  the  national 
forests  because  of  the  state  of  disrepair 


of  the  roads  the  Senator  from  Utah  has 
described. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  assume  that  in  all 
the  Rocky  Mountain  States — certainly  it 
is  true  of  Utah,  and  I  assume  it  is  also 
true  of  Colorado,  and  to  some  extent  of 
Idaho — there  are  many  areas  where  tim¬ 
ber  which  in  the  past  was  not  considered 
marketable,  now  is  in  demand,  and  it  is 
necessary  to  build  roads  in  order  to  per¬ 
mit  the  timber  to  be  reached.  Is  that 
true  generally  in  the  Western  States? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  It  is  true  in  Colorado, 
at  least.  I  cannot  speak  for  the  other 
Western  States.  However,  to  judge  from 
the  statements  which  were  made  by 
other  Senators  in  the  committee,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  condition  is  general  through¬ 
out  the  Western  States. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Furthermore,  in 
northeastern  Utah,  in  the  area  of  the 
Flaming  Gorge  reclamation  dam,  there 
is  a  vast  forest  through  which  the  people 
of  Utah  have  to  travel  in  order  to  reach  y 
the  Flaming  Gorge  area.  Of  course  it" 
is  necessary  to  have  additional  forest 
roads  built  there,  in  order  to  permit  that 
timber  to  be  reached,  and  to  permit  the 
area  of  the  dam  to  be  reached,  and  in 
the  future  to  permit  the  people  to  pass 
through  that  forest  into  Colorado  and 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Utah  for  his  state¬ 
ment,  and  I  am  very  happy  that  he  has 
seen  fit  to  join  in  sponsoring  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mor¬ 
ton  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment, 
which  I  believe  is  important  to  the  pub¬ 
lic-lands  States. 

I  also  believe  we  should  recognize  the 
sympathetic  understanding  which  has 
been  displayed  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Roads  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Roads,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
He  has  indicated  that  he  understands 
the  problems  of  the  public-lands  States, 
where  there  are  approximately  180  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  public  domain  and  another 
180  million  acres  of  forest  lands  that  are 
owned  by  the  Federal  Government. 

With  the  greatly  accelerated  program 
of  highway  construction  provided  by  this 
bill,  it  would  be  a  discrimination  against 
the  public-land  States  if  additional 
funds  were  not  made  available  to  enable 
those  States  to  maintain  the  same  rela¬ 
tive  increased  construction  of  highways 
which  will  be  initiated  throughout  the 
entire  country.  ^ 

I  think  the  additional  funds  made 
available  for  the  forest  highways  and  for 
the  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
will  return  a  great  profit  to  the  Federal 
Government,  by  virtue  of  making  ac¬ 
cessible  those  overripe  stands  of  timber, 
which  can  be  salvaged  and  utilized  and 
marketed  by  the  Government. 

I  feel  confident  that  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  we  face  in  connection 
with  this  accelerated  program,  the 


chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
will  accept  this  amendment,  because  it 
will  overcome  the  lag  of  1  year — the 
fiscal  year  1959.  Although  I  think  the 
Roads  Subcommittee  gave  very  liberal 
and  generous  consideration  to  the 
authorization  of  additional  funds  for 
the  forest  highways  and  the  highways  on 
the  public  lands  in  fiscal  years  1960  and 
1961,  at  the  same  time,  through  an  over¬ 
sight,  the  fiscal  year  1959  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  as  one  for  which  additional  funds 
would  be  authorized. 

The  pending  amendment  corrects  that 
discrimination,  and  makes  some  addi¬ 
tional  funds  available  now,  instead  of  in 
the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  yield  5  min¬ 
utes  to  me?  N  ^ 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  am  happy  to  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Wyoming. 
/r  Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  as  a 
cosponsor  of  this  amendment  I  desire  to 
join  my  colleagues  in  commending  the 
committee,  and  particularly  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  for  bringing  in  this  splendid  pro¬ 
vision  for  forest  highways.  To  my  way 
of  thinking  the  construction  of  forest 
highways  will  help  materially  in  reliev¬ 
ing  unemployment  and  at  the  same  time 
will  provide  a  much  needed  public  im¬ 
provement. 

I  wish  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  which  have  been  made  by  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dworshak] . 

Our  forest  highways  are  an  integral 
part  of  our  complex  highways  system 
and  in  nearly  all  cases  the  forest  high¬ 
ways  are  connecting  links  in  our  Federal- 
aid  system.  The  forest  highways  are 
the  forgotten  roads  of  our  entire  system 
and  in  fact  are  bottlenecks  in  the  west¬ 
ern  road  system.  Throughout  the  West 
we  find  that  the  primary  system  has 
been  improved  and  is  in  first-class  con¬ 
dition.  But  when  we  come  to  the  forest 
reserves  of  the  West,  we  find  that  the 
forest  highways  are  antiquated  and  out¬ 
moded  and  generally  speaking  in  a  dan¬ 
gerous  condition. 

I  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  acceded  to  our  request  to  increase 
funds  for  forest  highways  for  the  years 
1960  and  1961  and  I  hope  that  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  will  accept  the 
amendment  which  has  been  proposed  by 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  to  increase  by 
$10  million  the  funds  authorized  for  this 
fiscal  year.  I  am  glad  to  be  a  cosponsor 
of  such  amendment. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  yield  3  minutes  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church]. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  only  a  very  brief 
statement  to  make  in  support  of  the 
pending  amendment. 

No  one  need  emphasize  the  importance 
of  forest-highway  roads  or  public-lands 
roads  to  the  States  of  the  West  in  which 
so  large  a  percentage  of  the  land  is 
owned  gnd  controlled  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 
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I  desire  to  state  here,  tonight,  that 
I  am  pleased  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this 
amendment,  because  it  provides  for  the 
same  kind  of  proportionate  treatment 
for  the  fiscal  year  1959  that  the  pending 
bill  now  provides  for  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  and  for  the  ABC  roads. 
In  the  interest  of  that  fair  treatment, 
we  ought  not  to  overlook  accelerating 
the  program  for  construction  of  forest 
access  roads  and  public  lands  roads.  We 
ask  for  no  special  treatment  in  this 
amendment.  We  ask  only  that  these 
roads,  which  are  so  important  to  the 
economy  of  the  West,  be  given  the  same 
treatment  for  accelerated  construction 
work  as  the  bill  gives  to  the  ABC  roads 
and  the  interstate  roads.  This,  there¬ 
fore,  seems  to  be  a  good  amendment.  I 
am  happy  to  join  as  a  cosponsor  of  it 
with  my  distinguished  colleague  from 
Idaho  and  other  Senators  from  Western 
States,  whose  States  are  so  directly  af- 
fcctcd 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  1  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  have  already  men¬ 
tioned  forest  roads  in  the  Intermountain 
States  which  need  additional  money 
spent  on  them.  I  desire  to  address  my 
attention  to  roads  on  public  lands  which 
are  for  the  most  part  controlled  by  the 
Interior  Department.  In  my  State  more 
than  70  percent  of  the  land  is  owned  by 
or  is  under  the  control  of  the  United 
States  Government.  It  places  a  heavy 
burden  on  us  if  we  also  have  to  con¬ 
struct  highways  for  State  use  across 
lands  entirely  owned  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  unless  we  get  a  large  contribu¬ 
tion  in  addition  to  what  we  ordinarily 
would  get. 

A  number  of  years  ago  a  law  was  en¬ 
acted  providing  for  Government  partici¬ 
pation  of  100  percent  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  interstate  highways  which  cross 
Government  lands. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  May  I  have  an  addi¬ 
tional  minute? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  1  additional 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  am  particularly 
calling  attention  to  that  situation  be¬ 
cause  the  building  of  the  Glen  Canyon 
dam  has  required  a  very  costly  highway 
to  be  built  over  public  land.  We  have 
had  some  help,  for  which  we  are  grate¬ 
ful,  but  we  would  like  to  have  addi¬ 
tional  help  in  order  to  complete  the 
construction  of  the  road. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  7  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  statement  which  I  pre¬ 
pared  explaining  the  forest-road  aspects 
of  the  bill  as  it  came  from  the  committee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  oi'dered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 


Statement  by  Senator  Nettberger 

The  committee  has  given  full  and  fair 
consideration  to  a  relatively  small  but  im¬ 
portant  section  of  the  road  program — the 
part  affecting  public  lands.  Two  classes  of 
roads  are  of  particular  significance  in  my 
State  and  I  want  to  discuss  them  for  just 
a  moment.  The  1950  act  provided  $17,500,- 
000  for  forest-development  roads  and  trails. 
In  the  1952  act,  the  Senate  proposed  to  raise 
the  authorization  to  $22,500,000  and  the 
House  agreed.  In  1954  the  Senate  proposed 
to  increase  the  authorization  to  $25  million 
and  it  was  compromised  at  $24  million.  In 
1956  the  House  raised  the  authorization  to 
$27  million  and  bipartisan  floor  action  in 
the  Senate  provided  a  like  amount,  so  no 
conference  was  necessary.  This  year  the 
House  >has  raised  the  authorization  to  $28,- 
500,000  while  the  Senate  has  provided  $34 
million  a  year  for  1960  and  1961. 

The  forest-highway  program  has  proceeded 
in  much  the  same  way.  In  the  1952  act  the 
House  would  have  set  the  authorization  at 
$22  million  while  the  Senate  suggested  $25 
million.  The  authorization  was  set  at  $22,- 
500,000,  very  near  the  House  figure.  In  the 
1954  act,  the  authorization  stayed  at  the 
House  figure  of  $22,500,000,  although  the 
Senate  suggested  $25  million.  In  the  1956 
act  the  House  set  their  figure  at  $25  million 
while  the  Senate,  as  a  result  of  bipartisan 
floor  action,  set  the  figure  at  $33,750,000. 
This  was  compromised  at  $30  million. 

This  year  the  House  has  not  suggested  an 
increase,  while  the  Senate  has  before  it  a  bill 
which  will  provide  $36  million.  The  action 
over  the  year  on  the  part  of  the  Congress  is 
most  significant,  because  each  year  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  has  not  recommended  increases, 
despite  the  growing  need  for  these  highways. 
It  has  consistently  opposed  increased  author¬ 
izations,  while  with  bipartisan  unanimity 
the  Congress  has  suggested  and  provided  in¬ 
creases. 

This  year  the  Budget  Bureau  recommended 
that  authorizations  not  even  be  made  and 
that  the  Congress  turn  over  to  it  the  respon¬ 
sibility  for  setting  program  levels.  The  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committees  of  both  Houses  have 
declined  to  turn  this  authority  over  to  the 
executive  branch. 

In  December  of  1957  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee,  under  the  able  leadership 
of  the  chairman  of  the  Road  Subcommittee, 
the  Seantor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore},  held 
extensive  field  hearings  on  forest  roads 
throughout  the  West.  Six  hundred  and 
twenty  pages  of  testimony  were  taken  on 
forest-road  problems.  These  hearings  showed 
tremendous  interest  in  providing  an  ade¬ 
quate  system  of  service  roads  to  develop  our 
national  forest  resources. 

Forest  development  roads  are  badly  need¬ 
ed.  On  193  of  the  national  forest  working 
circles,  less  than  70  percent  of  the  allowable 
cut  is  being  marketed,  while  on  another  64 
between  70  and  90  percent  of  the  cut  is  be¬ 
ing  sold.  On  50  working  circles,  lack  of  roads 
is  the  major  cause  of  this  situation.  In  each 
and  every  national  forest  area  a  complete 
system  of  service  roads  is  needed  in  order  to 
realize  the  full  benefits  for  the  public.  A 
few  years  ago  the  allowable  cut  for  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  was  9  billion  board-feet.  Today 
it  is  set  at  10  billion  board-feet.  The  Forest 
Service  estimates  that  by  the  year  2000  it 
will  be  20  billion  feet.  This  can  only  be  real¬ 
ized  if  we  provide  all  the  tools  for  effective 
management. 

The  record  of  cutting  on  the  Forest  Service 
lands  justifies  our  doing  this.  In  1935,  only 
1  billion  board  feet  of  timber  was  cut  which 
was  valued  at  $2,200,000.  By  1945  the  cut 
had  climbed  to  3.3  billion  board  feet  valued 
at  $13  million.  In  1953  the  5  billion  mark 
was  passed  and  revenue  rose  to  $70  million, 
and  in  1956  the  7  billion  board  foot  mark 
was  reached  with  revenues  at  $100  million. 
While  price  rises  and  inflation  have  been 
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factors,  there  has  been  a  7-fold  increase  in 
timber  cut  since  1935. 

Nineteen  hundred  and  thirty-five  was  not 
a  peak  year  in  national  lumber  production. 
Only  20  billion  board  feet,  about  60  percent 
of  the  production  of  the  twenties,  was  ob¬ 
tained  due  to  the  effect  of  the  depression. 
However,  while  national  lumber  production 
has  slowly  climbed  back  to  the  37  billion 
board-foot  level,  national  forest  timber  cuts 
have  constantly  climbed  so  that  it  now  rep¬ 
resents  one-fifth  of  the  timber  we  use  annu¬ 
ally. 

In  addition  to  providing  substantial  funds 
to  accelerate  construction  of  timber  access 
roads,  the  committee  has  called  upon  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  speed  comple¬ 
tion  of  its  long-range  road  program  in  order 
to  present  it  to  the  Congress. 

The  bill  before  us  also  provides  for  a  study 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  cooperation 
with  the  States  covering  the  forest  highway 
program.  Last  November  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  without  consulting  the  States, 
revised  a  35-year-old  formula  for  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  forest  highway  funds.  The  com¬ 
mittee  bill  proposes  to  accept  the  1959  ap¬ 
portionment  as  a  ‘‘fait  accompli,”  while 
requiring  for  1960  and  1861  that  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  apportion  the  funds  using  the 
same  percentage  for  each  State  that  was  used 
in  fiscal  year  1958.  The  Congress  will  then 
consider  the  recommendations  for  a  new 
formula  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  by  1960. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  unanimously  decided  to  emphasize 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce  that  we 
expect  there  to  be  full  and  complete  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  States  on  this  program. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  is 
owed  a  great  debt  by  every  single  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  the  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  public-lands  States  from 
the  Continental  Divide  westward. 

There  have  been  few  instances  in  re¬ 
cent  times  that  I  know  of  when  a  Sena¬ 
tor  from  a  State  on  the  Atlantic  sea¬ 
board  has  come  to  the  western  part  of 
the  country,  during  the  Christmas  sea¬ 
son,  away  from  his  family  and  closest 
friends,  in  order  to  hold  hearings  in  some 
of  the  great  centers  of  the  West  and 
Northwest,  so  he  could  build  a  record  to 
familiarize  himself  and  members  of  his 
committee  with  problems  which  are  im¬ 
mediately  germane  and  local  to  our 
States,  with  respect  to  road  construction 
in  national  forests  and  the  public  do¬ 
main. 

I  am  certain  I  speak  for  all  my  col¬ 
leagues  from  the  11  Western  States  when 
I  say  to  the  distinguished  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  we  are  deeply  and 
profoundly  grateful  to  him.  I  am  proud 
to  have  been  his  companion  during  our 
Pacific  Northwest  hearings.  Beneficial 
legislation  has  resulted. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  very  pleased 
to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  should  like  to 
join  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon,  in  taking 
this  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to  our 
distinguished  and  hard-working  col¬ 
league,  the  junior  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  Gore],  We  both  know  that  he 
came  to  our  part  of  the  country  and 
held  hearings  in  Idaho  and  Montana, 
specifically  at  Lewiston,  Idaho,  and  Mis¬ 
soula,  Mont.  He  knows  as  much  as  any- 
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one  outside  our  area,  with  the  possible 
exception  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon,  about  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
Highway,  the  Lolo  Pass,  and  the  diffi¬ 
culties  which  we  faced  in  estalbishing  a 
transcontinental  highway  through  that 
area.  On  behalf  of  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Montana  I  desire  to  say  that  we 
are  indebted  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  for  the  great  support 
and  the  tremendous  strength  he  has  ex¬ 
hibited  in  our  behalf,  and  he  will  never 
be  forgotten  by  the  people  of  the  North¬ 
west  who  have  benefited  so  greatly  be¬ 
cause  of  his  personal  interest  and  his 
understanding,  and  his  great  breadth  of 
vision. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana  for  his  observation. 
Before  I  yield  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  I  should  like  to 
add  to  the  list  of  geographic  areas  where 
hearings  were  held,  I  believe  the  able 
Senator  from  Tennessee  presided  over 
hearings  at  Albuquerque,  N.  Mex. ;  Port¬ 
land,  Oreg.;  and  Seattle,  Wash.;  to  show 
how  universally  he  covered  our  Western 
States. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 

1  Mr.  CARROLL.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Montana. 
The  bill  is  of  vital  importance  to  Colo¬ 
rado,  and  we  are  grateful  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  not  only  because 
of  this  particular  amendment,  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  wonderful  work  he  per¬ 
formed  in  behalf  of  our  State  by  his 
efforts  in  furtherance  of  an  adequate 
Federal  road  program.  For  years  the 
State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  Utah 
have  sought  to  participate  in  an  East- 
West  transmountain  link  in  the  Inter¬ 
state  Road  System.  Although  Colorado 
and  Utah  received  the  transmountain 
mileage  designation  of  547  miles  last  fall, 
that  mileage  was  not  scheduled  to  have 
funds  apportioned  to  it  until  the  rest  of 
the  Interstate  Road  System  was  com¬ 
pleted  years  in  the  future.  This  bill  now, 
for  the  first  time,  permits  the  new  Colo- 
rado-Utah  link  to  qualify  for  funds. 
This  is  due  largely  to  the  work  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon,  the  master¬ 
ful  leadership  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  and  to  the  work  of  the  other 
members  of  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Particularly  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee,  because 
I  am  only  a  relatively  new  Member  of 
the  Senate.  It  is  my  opinion  that  a 
Senator  rarely  deserves  great  credit  for 
work  he  does  for  his  own  State  or  in  his 
own  State.  That  is  the  bread  and  butter 
of  American  politics,  and  we  all  know  it. 
But  when  a  Senator  goes  3,000  miles 
across  the  country,  shows  a  genuine  in¬ 
terest  in  the  problems  of  that  area, 
spends  the  Christmas  season  there,  ex¬ 
pends  a  lot  of  time  and  energy  there, 
when  the  weather  is  not  so  good,  and 
devotes  himself  to  problems  of  other 
States,  that  is  showing  a  genuine  inter¬ 
est,  and  we  appreciate  it. 

I  Mr.  CARROLL.  I  may  say  that  is  one 
of  the  reasons  why  the  people  of 
Colorado,  the  West,  and  the  Rocky 


Mountain  region  will  be  glad  to  have  the 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee  come  and 
visit  with  them  and  speak  to  them  on 
March  29,  this  coming  Saturday,  will  be 
not  only  to  tell  them  about  the  issues 
before  us  here  in  Washington,  but  about 
their  interstate  and  ABC  road  systems. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  The  people  of 
Colorado  could  not  listen  to  a  better 
speaker  than  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  was  delighted  that  it 
was  possible  for  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  to  go  to  Oregon,  because  I 
wanted  someone  who  did  not  live  in  New 
Mexico,  Arizona,  or  California  to  go 
there.  I  was  only  too  glad  to  insist  that 
the  Public  Works  Committee  request  the 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
to  go  to  the  State  of  Oregon  and  see  the 
beautiful  forests  in  that  State. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  None  of  this 
would  have  been  possible  without  the 
leadership  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  As  one  of  the  cospon¬ 
sors  of  the  amendment,  I  am  delighted 
at  the  prospect  of  its  adoption.  I  only 
regret  it  does  not  provide  funds  for  the 
construction  of  roads  to  mines.  There 
are  many  mines  containing  valuable 
strategic  minerals  which  it  is  impossible 
to  reach  unless  roads  are  built  to  them 
over  public  lands. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  may  say  to  my 
friend  from  North  Dakota  the  bill  which 
was  reported  by  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  as  amended  by  the  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado,  and  cosponsored  by 
others  of  us,  will  provide  access  to  mines, 
sawmills,  logging  camps,  and  all  activ¬ 
ities  on  the  public  lands  which  belong  to 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  delighted  that 
the  bill  is  to  be  amended. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
time  on  this  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  the  floor  and 
has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  to  give  me  2  or  3  minutes  of 
time.  Then  I  shall  yield  the  floor  and 
the  Senator  can  make  remarks  in  his 
own  right,  if  that  is  agreeable. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  believe  the  time  on  the 
other  side  is  exhausted. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  will  yield  2  minutes  of 
time  from  this  side  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized  for 
2  minutes. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  who  is  responsible 
for  all  this.  Perhaps  we  can  get  addi¬ 


tional  time,  after  the  Senator  has  made 
his  remarks. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very, 
very  grateful  to  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  full  committee,  the  able  and 
fine  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield],  the 
junior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Car- 
roll],  the  senior  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Dworsiiak],  the  senior  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett],  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Al- 
lott]  for  their  very  generous  and  kind 
remarks. 

Knowledge  is  power.  The  true  pur¬ 
pose  of  committee  hearings  is  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  knowledge  upon  which  to  act. 
Knowledge  of  problems  creates  the  power 
to  value  them.  The  power  to  accom¬ 
plish  good  is  available  to  a  man  in  very 
few  places  equal  to  the  floor  of  the  United 
States  Senate.  If  I  have  been  a  part 
of  some  good  accomplishment  for  the 
great  western  part  of  the  United  States 
then  I  have  been  a  part  of  making  Amer¬ 
ica  stronger.  When  America  is  made 
stronger  my  own  native  State  and  the 
people  therein  are  helped. 

I  have  great  difficulty  delineating  be¬ 
tween  what  is  good  for  America  and  what 
is  good  for  Tennessee.  It  seems  to  me 
that  what  is  good  for  the  Northwest  in 
bringing  about  development,  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  progress,  which  makes  America 
stronger  and  more  prosperous,  is  good 
for  Tennessee. 

In  that  connection,  the  amendment 
presented  by  the  able  junior  Senator 
from  Montana  and  those  who  have  co¬ 
sponsored  the  amendment  seeks  to  do  for 
the  roads  relating  to  forests  the  same 
thing  which  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Congress  do  for  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  high¬ 
ways. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  an 
additional  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  recognized 
for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  committee  may  have 
been  remiss  in  not  recommending  a 
step-up  in  fiscal  year  1959  funds  for  the 
forest  roads,  the  same  as  we  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  roads.  The  amendment  proposes 
to  do  no  more  and  no  less  than  that.  I 
think  it  has  added  appeal  from  the  fact 
that  the  States  in  the  Northwest  are  in 
an  area  of  the  highest  unemployment  in 
the  Nation.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Unfortunately,  it 
is  true. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  view  of  those  facts, 
Mr.  President,  there  is  no  basic  and  log¬ 
ical  reason  on  which  I  can  oppose  the 
amendment.  I  am  not  authorized  by 
the  committee  to  accept  it.  I  suggest 
the  Senate  vote  on  it,  and  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Idaho. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  wish  to  associate 
myself  very,  very  briefly  with  the  re¬ 
marks  made  with  reference  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee.  I 
would  only  add,  since  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  spoken,  he  has  given 
added  evidence  of  the  fact  that  he  is  not 
only  a  very  great  Senator  from  the  State 
of  Tennessee,  but  he  is  a  great  Senator 
of  the  United  States  of  whom  all  of  us 
can  be  proud. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Of  that  fact  there 
has  never  been  any  doubt,  and  I  am  glad 
to  have  the  Senator  from  Idaho  enun¬ 
ciate  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  going  to  make  an 
additional  statement  about  the  bearing 
of  the  amendment  on  the  forest  roads 
and  the  forest  access  roads  in  my  own 
State.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  has  accepted  the  amendment  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  Senator  from  Montana  and 
the  Senator  from  Colorado,  and  cospon¬ 
sored  by  others  of  us,  it  seems  to  me 
further  talk  would  be  redundant,  and  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
the  statement  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was -ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Neuberger,  as  Co¬ 
sponsor  of  Mansfield-Allott  Amend¬ 
ment 

S.  3414  provides  a  $400  million  increase  for 
ABC  roads  for  1959,  about  a  40  percent  in¬ 
crease,  but  no  1959  increase  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  or  forest  development  roads  and 
trails.  This  amendment  would  provide 
$10  million  additional  for  forest  highways 
(25-percent  increase)  and  $13  million  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  (33- 
percent  increase). 

It  would  apply  the  1958  formula  to  all  the 
forest  highway  funds  for  1959.  If  adopted 
Oregon  would  get  $5,510,000  in  1959,  com¬ 
pared  to  $4,306,115  at  the  $30  million  level 
with  the  new  formula.  If  the  new  formula 
was  applied  to  $40  million,  Oregon  would  get 
$5,740,000. 

Despite  the  fact  that  35  percent  of  all  the 
timber  cut  from  the  national  forests  (2.8 
billion  feet)  comes  from  the  Northwest,  only 
42  miles  of  new  timber  access  roads  costing 
$1.7  million  were  constructed  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  last  year.  One  thousand  one 
hundred  and  forty  miles  were  con¬ 
structed  by  timber  purchasers  at  a  cost  of 
$20.3  million. 

The  supervisor  of  the  Umpqua  National 
Forest  reports  that  the  slump  in  the  lumber 
market  has  and  will  reduce  road  construction 
by  timber  purchasers. 

Oregon  is  one  of  the  highest  States  in  un¬ 
employment.  Unless  we  counteract  the  cut 
in  economic  activities  with  Government  con¬ 
struction  of  timber  access  roads,  the  aggra¬ 
vated  unemployment  in  the  lumber  industry 
will  be  worsened. 

The  construction  of  forest  roads  gets  the 
construction  into  areas  hard  hit  by  unem¬ 
ployment.  In  the  Pacific  Northwest  alone, 
8,205  miles  of  timber  access  roads  are  needed 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133  million  for  just 
the  next  5  years. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from.  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  THYE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  some  remarks  I  was  going 
to  make  relative  to  forest  highways,  as 
well  as  tables  indicating  The  amounts  for 
each  State  and  Alaska  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  funds,  and  the  schedule  under  the 
amendment,  if  adopted. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  tables  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Forest  Highways 

In  order  to  advise  the  Senate  of  the  effect 
this  amendment  would  have  on  the  appor¬ 
tionment  already  made  I  had  a  computation 
prepared  which  covers  the  20  States  and 
Alaska  which  receive  95  percent  of  the 
forest  highway  funds. 

Each  State  listed  would  receive  an  in¬ 
crease  over  the  funds  they  are  now  sched¬ 
uled  to  receive.  This  amendment  would  en¬ 
able  the  forest  highway  program  to  proceed 
in  accord  with  the  speedup  in  the  primary 
and  secondary  advance  scheduled  in  S.  3414. 


Present 
funds  at 
$30,000,000 
authoriza¬ 
tion 

Schedule 

under 

amendment 
at  $40,000,000 
authoriza¬ 
tion 

Arizona _ 

$1,  540. 000 

$2, 251. 000 

Arkansas . . . _ 

483, 000 

543,  000 

California _ _ 

4.  102, 000 

5,  728, 000 

Colorado . . 

1,  842,  000 

2,  872,  000 

Florida... . 

1S8, 000 

232. 000 

Idaho . . . 

2,  883,  000 

4,  072, 000 

Michigan . . 

370, 000 

429,  000 

Minnesota . .  .. 

3.80, 000 

553,  000 

Missouri . .. 

185, 000 

204,  000 

Montana . . . 

2,  248,  000 

3, 188,000 

Nevada _ 

649, 000 

717.000 

New  Mexico . 

145,000 

1,  602, 000 

North  Carolina . 

195, 000 

246, 000 

Oregon _ _ 

4,  306,  000 

E,  510, 000 

South  Dakota... . 

168, 000 

313, 000 

Utah . . . 

1,027,000 

1,328,000 

Virginia . . 

214,000 

260,000 

Washington . 

2,  498, 000 

2,780,000 

Wisconsin . . . 

212,000 

223,000 

Wyoming . 

1,121,000 

1,706,000 

Alaska _ 

2,  652, 000 

3, 486, 000 

Total . . . 

28, 408, 000 

38,243,000 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a  co¬ 
sponsor  of  the  amendment  and  I  have 
always  been  in  favor  of  forest  highways. 
They  serve  many  useful  purposes. 

First,  of  course,  forest  highways  give 
added  protection  against  fire.  They  per¬ 
mit  access  to  the  ?trea  very  readily  by 
vehicles. 

Another  good  feature  of  the  forest 
highways  is  the  access  they  provide  to 
persons  who  cut  timber,  since  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  lets  contracts  for  the  cutting 
of  timber.  The  access  roads  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  small  bidders  to  participate  and 
make  bids.  That  is  an  advantage. 

Reforestation  and  proper  management 
of  the  forests  become  more  possible  with 
proper  access  to  the  forest  areas. 

For  those  reasons,  among  others,  I 
join  as  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  back  the  remainder  of  his 
time? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  know  of 
no  Senator  on  this  side  who  wishes  to 
speak  on  the  amendment.  Therefore,  I 
yield  back  the  time  remaining  to  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  been  yielded  back.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
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the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mans¬ 
field]  for  himself  and  other  Senators. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  an  amendment  at  the  desk,  pertain¬ 
ing  to  section  11,  identified  as  3-24-58-C, 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr]  and  by  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  20 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  lines  3  through 
14,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

(a)  Availability  of  Federal  funds  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States:  Subject  to  the  con¬ 
ditions  contained  in  this  section,  whenever 
a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation 
of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  or  secondary  systems  or  on  the 
Interstate  System,  including  extensions 
thereof  within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds 
may  be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such 
cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project,  but  not  to 
exceed  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  reloca¬ 
tion:  Provided,  That  Federal  funds  shall  not 
be  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  when  the  payment  to  the  utility  violates 
the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal  con¬ 
tract  between  the  utility  and  the  State. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes.  How  much  times  does  the 
Senator  yield  to  himself  ? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  myself  10  min¬ 
utes,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

Let  there  be  order  in  the  Chamber. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  proposesto  strike  section  11 
of  the  bill,  pertaining  to  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  cost  of  relocating  of  utility 
facilities  in  the  construction  of  Federal- 
aid  highways. 

I  should  like  to  invite  the  attention 
of  Senators  to  the  fact  that  the  section 
which  presently  obtains  is  found  on  page 
46  in  column  1  of  the  committee  report. 
The  substitute  language  in  the  bill, 
which  consists  of  section  11a,  is  found 
in  the  second  column. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  both  sections  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  texts 
of  the  sections  were  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Public  Law  627,  84th  Congress 
Sec.  111.  Relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

(a)  Availability  of  Federal  funds  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States:  Subject  to  the  con¬ 
ditions  contained  in  this  section,  when¬ 
ever  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  Of  relo¬ 
cation  of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the 
construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  or  secondary  systems  or  on  the 
Interstate  System,  including  extensions 
thereof  within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds 
may  be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such 
cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project:  Provided,  That 
Federal  funds  shall  not  be  apportioned  to 
the  States  under  this  section  when  the  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the 
State  or  violates  a  legal  contract  between 
the  utility  and  the  State. 
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Substitute  Language  in  Bull  as  Reported 
section  1 1 A 

“(a)  Availability  of  Federal  funds  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States.  Whenever  a  State 
tinder  State  law  is  required  to  pay  for  all 
or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  relocation  of  util¬ 
ity  facilities  necessitated  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems,  Federal  funds  may  be  used 
to  reimburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in  the 
same  proportion  as  Federal  funds  are  ex¬ 
pended  on  the  project  not  to  exceed  70  per¬ 
cent  of  such  cost  which  the  State  is  obli¬ 
gated  to  pay:  Provided,  That  such  reim¬ 
bursement  shall  be  made  only  after  evidence 
satisfactory  to  him  shall  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Secretary  substantiating  the 
fact  that  the  State  has  paid  such  cost  from 
its  own  funds.” 

(b)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  Federal-aid  highway  projects  cov¬ 
ered  by  formal  project  agreements  exe¬ 
cuted  by  the  Secretary  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
statute  as  it  now  exists,  whenever  the 
State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocating 
utility  facilities  there  is  reimbursement 
in  the  same  proportion  as  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  entire  project.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  change  in  section  11  of  the  bill  is 
that  the  State  must  be  required  under  a 
State  law  to  pay  for  that  relocation  be¬ 
fore  such  reimbursement  is  in  order. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  my  information 
and  understanding  that  in  the  present 
situation,  if  section  11  of  the  bill  is  made 
effective,  the  reimbursability  of  costs  for 
relocating  utilities  will  be  destroyed  in¬ 
sofar  as  most  of  the  States  are  con¬ 
cerned.  For  that  reason  it  is  considered 
that  a  good  deal  of  hardship  will  be 
visited  upon  the  various  communities 
where  such  reimbursement  is  called  for. 

Section  111  of  the  present  Federal 
Highway  Act  was  adopted  after  a  great 
deal  of  consideration.  In  the  separate 
views  opposing  section  11,  beginning  on 
page  52  of  the  report,  is  detailed  the 
well-processed  and  well-seasoned  legis¬ 
lative  activity  that  was  undertaken,  and 
which  transpired  before  the  present 
section  was  adopted. 

There  were  hearings  as  far  back  as 
1952.  They  were  additional  hearings  in 
the  83d  Congress.  There  was  a  study  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  which  was 
directed  by  the  83d  Congress,  and  which 
is  the  subject  of  a  House  report,  House 
Document  No.  127  of  the  1st  session  of 
the  84th  Congress. 

There  were  further  hearings  in  the 
84th  Congress  before  section  111  was 
adopted.  It  was  the  clear  intent  not 
only  of  the  drafters  of  the  legislation, 
but  also  of  the  conference  committee, 
that  the  reimbursement  should  be  made 
in  accordance  by  the  same  procedures 
that  were  in  effect  pursuant  to  the  prac¬ 
tices  and  procedures  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  Section  111,  as  it  is  now 
effective,  simply  put  into  statutory  form 
what  the  practice  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  was  prior  to  that  time. 

The  principal  difference  between  the 
two  sections  at  issue  is  a  substantial  one. 
The  fact  is  that  in  many  of  the  States 
reimbursement  for  the  cost  of  relocating 
utilities  had  grown  up  as  a  matter  of 
practice.  There  were  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  the  State  highway  departments 
and  the  utilities  which  resulted  in  arriv¬ 
ing  at  a  figure  which  was  considered 


satisfactory  to  both  sides.  After  such  an 
agreement  had  been  reached,  it  was  the 
practice  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
to  look  into  the  situation,  check  it,  and 
allow  reimbursement  for  the  costs 
involved. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
how  the  committee  distinguished  be¬ 
tween  States  in  which  the  highway  com¬ 
missions  are  required  by  law  to  pay  for 
the  relocation  of  utilities  and  States  in 
which  the  highway  commission  decides, 
as  a  matter  of  fairness  and  equity,  to 
pay  for  the  relocation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do  not  know  that 
the  majority  of  the  committee  distin¬ 
guished  on  that  basis. 

The  reason  assigned  by  the  majority 
of  the  committee  for  proposing  the 
amendment  which  is  found  in  section  11 
is  briefly  this:  Since  1956,  when  the  pres¬ 
ent  Highway  Act  was  passed,  approxi¬ 
mately  17  or  18  States  changed  their  laws 
so  that  they  could  qualify  for  reimburse- 
'ment  for  the  cost  of  relocating  utilities. 
It  was  said  by  the  majority  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  costs  involved  in  such 
reimbursement  reached  a  much  higher 
figure  than  the  committee  originally  con¬ 
templated;  and  because  of  the  amount 
of  such  costs,  and  not  because  of  any 
lack  of  equity,  it  was  said  that  the  ar¬ 
rangement  should  be  changed  so  as  to 
limit  the  number  of  States  which  would 
be  eligible  to  receive  reimbursement. 
That  is  the  tenor  of  the  argument,  but 
there  was  no  distinction  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  basis  of  States  which  vol¬ 
untarily  reimbursed  such  costs  and  those 
which  did  not. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  committee  rec¬ 
ommends  an  amendment  to  the  bill 
which  would  require  so  much  to  be  paid 
out  of  Federal  funds  in  instances  in 
which  the  State  law  requires  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct.  Un¬ 
der  the  committee  amendment  there 
must  be  a  law  affirmatively  obligating  the 
State  to  pay.  That  is  not  true  in  a  num¬ 
ber  of  States  where,  as  I  explained  a  little 
while  ago,  a  practice  has  grown  up  under 
which,  if  the  construction  of  a  highway 
interferes  with  utilities,  equitable  claims 
of  utilities  occupying  the  right-of-way, 
are  recognized.  The  principal  difference 
lies  in  that  basis. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  By  way  of  illustrating 
how  this  provision  would  affect  particular 
localities,  I  invite  the  attention  of  Sen¬ 
ators  to  the  situation  in  Omaha,  Nebr., 
my  home  city.  We  have  there  a  metro¬ 
politan  utilities  district,  which  is  a  muni¬ 
cipal  corporation.  It  owns,  and  has 
owned  since  approximately  1913,  the 
water  and  gas  systems.  We  also  have  the 
Omaha  Power  District,  a  publicly  owned 
municipal  corporation.  It  is  estimated — 
and  I  have  here  the  breakdown  of  the 
estimates — that  the  relocation  of  the 
water  and  gas  mains  there  will  cost  ap¬ 
proximately  $1.5  million.  The  costs  of 
relocating  the  public  power  facilities  will 
approximate  $1,100,000. 


It  is  submitted  that  if  section  11  is 
enacted  into  law,  under  present  legisla¬ 
tion,  those  utilities  will  not  qualify  for 
reimbursement,  which  would  involve  an 
injustice  and  an  inequity,  because  the 
cost  of  relocation  of  the  utilities  is  as 
much  a  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project 
as  is  the  cost  of  cement,  steel  rods,  and 
the  right-of-way. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  it  not  a  Tact 
that  the  agencies,  both  Federal  and 
State,  which  regulate  utilities  allow  them 
a  fixed  return  on  their  invested  capital 
after  their  necessary  expenditures? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  And,  if  we  arbi¬ 
trarily  impose  a  new  burden  on  them  to 
relocate  their  facilities,  all  they  have  to 
do  is  to  charge  it  to  their  operating  ex¬ 
penses  and  pass  it  on  to  their  customers, 
because  they  can  get  their  6  percent,  or 
whatever  the  local  regulatory  body  al¬ 
lows.  We  cannot  force  them  to  assume 
a  new  burden  which  would  put  them 
below  their  authorized  return.  So  the 
assumption  that  we  can  change  10  per¬ 
cent  to  30  percent  is  quite  fallacious,  be¬ 
cause  we  cannot  make  the  utilities  as¬ 
sume  the  cost.  They  may  pay  it  orig¬ 
inally,  but  they  can  add  it  to  the  cost  of 
doing  business,  and  pass  the  cost  on  to 
their  customers. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  is  correct, 
because  the  cost  is  borne  by  the  users 
of  the  utilities. 

The  situation  which  will  result  if  this 
section  is  enacted  is  this:  In  those  com¬ 
munities  which  are  traversed  by  the 
Interstate  System,  the  users  of  the  util¬ 
ities  will  pay  the  bill  for  relocation.  In 
cities  which  do  not  have  the  Interstate 
System  passing  through  their  commu¬ 
nities,  the  users  of  the  utilities -escape 
scot  free;  yet  they  are  close  enough  to 
the  Interstate  System  to  get  the  full 
benefit  of  it.  That  is  not  fair. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Virginia  originally 
changed  her  law,  so  that  now  the  pro¬ 
posed  change  in  the  90-10  ratio  will 
throw  a  new  burden  on  the  State  of 
Virginia  with  respect  to  relocating  utili¬ 
ties.  The  Senator  from  Virginia  has  an 
amendment  at  the  desk,  which  he  will 
offer  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 
The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  merely  strikes  out  section  11. 
If  that  were  done,  we  would  revert  to  the 
law  we  have  had  for  many  years,  provid¬ 
ing  the  90-10  percent  ratio.  The  House 
of  Representatives  has  just  passed  a 
highway  bill.  The  bill  passed  by  the 
House  does  not  contain  such  a  provision 
as  is  contained  in  the  pending  Senate 
bill.  There  is  no  necessity  for  our  jump¬ 
ing  in  at  this  time  and  changing  a  for¬ 
mula  which  has  been  in  use  for  a  long 
time,  and  which,  after  much  discussion, 
was  included  in  the  Interstate  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  I  can  save  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
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ginia  the  trouble  of  offering  his  amend¬ 
ment  by  modifying  my  amendment  to 
conform  to  what  he  would  like  to  accom¬ 
plish.  Mr.  President,  I  modify  my 
amendment  by  striking,  on  page  2,  in 
line  1,  the  last  two  words  and  the  words 
in  line  2  up  to  the  colon.  The  words  to 
be  stricken  out  would  be  “but  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  80  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  re¬ 
location  :  The  effect  of  that  would  be 
to  restore  to  its  full  effect  the  present 
section  11,  without  impairment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  When  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  is  recognized,  he  will  offer 
the  amendment  he  has  at  the  desk.  It 
will  be  a  complete  substitute  for  the 
amendment  now  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Very  well. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  will  strike  out 
section  11,  and  revert  to  the  present  law, 
with  the  90-10  ratio. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  would  be  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  my  amendment,  as  modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  modify  his 
amendment  accordingly? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do. 

Mr.  WATKINS  and  Mr.  ROBERTSON 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield?  If  so,  to 
whom  does  he  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  is  the  situation 
with  respect  to  States  where  the  Federal 
contribution  on  primary  and  secondary 
highways  is  on  the  basis  of  74-26  per¬ 
cent? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  section  that 
would  be  left  in  the  bill  would  merely 
restore  the  provisions  of  the  present  law 
that  applies  in  any  State. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  could  go  along  with 
that,  but  I  wanted  to  be  sure. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  what  it 
does.  All  that  it  is  necessary  to  do  is  to 
strike  out  section  11.  That  eliminates 
the  change  the  bill  proposes  to  make 
and  leaves  the  present  law  as  it  is. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  In  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah,  I  should  like  to  say  that 
the  language  in  the  present  section  pro¬ 
vides  that  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to 
reimburse  States  for  such  cost  in  the 
same  proportion  as  Federal  funds  are 
expended  on  the  project. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is  what  I  want 
to  know.  The  first  sentence  in  the  bill 
at  page  20,  line  3,  reads: 

Whenever  a  State  under  State  law  Is  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost 
of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  necessi¬ 
tated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on 
any  Federal-aid  highway  systems.  Federal 
funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the  State 
for'  such  cost  in  the'  same  proportion  as  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  are  expended  on  the  project. 

Would  not  that  language  take  care 
of  it? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  No;  it  would  not. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Why  not? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Because,  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  reading  from  the  bill,  the  language 
provides  “whenever  a  State  under  S’tate 
law  is  required  to  pay.” 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  Senator  would 
include  States  which  are  not  required  to 
pay.  Is  that  correct? 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  States  which  are  not 
required  by  affirmative  statutory  and 
mandatory  action  to  pay.  That  is  the 
distinction.  It  is  quite  an  important 
distinction,  because  there  are  several 
States  which  will  not  qualify  under  sec¬ 
tion  11  as  proposed  in  the  bill,  but  who 
do  qualify  under  the  present  statute. 

.  Mr.  WATKINS.  It  would  take  care  of 
States  in  which  the  law  requires  that 
they  pay  all  the  cost,  or  which  pay  some¬ 
thing,  although  not  required  to  do  so 
by  law. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  call  attention  to  my 
amendment  on  this  subject,  which,  so  far 
as  city-owned  or  publicly  owned  utilities 
and  cooperatively  owned  utilities  are 
concerned,  would  reenact  the  1956  law. 
It  was  brought  out  in  committee  hear¬ 
ings  that  the  Federal  Government  is  be¬ 
ing  milked  as  a  result  of  the  1956  law. 
As  a  result  of  the  1956  law,  measures 
were  introduced  in  40  State  legislatures 
to  permit  the  uncontrolled  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  utilities  for  the  cost  of  moving 
their  lines.  Sixteen  States  passed  such 
law.  It  was  one  of  the  biggest  giveaways 
that  I  know  of. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
the  fact  that  if  the  utility  owns  land  and 
the  land  is  taken  for  highway  purposes, 
the  land  is  condemned,  and  the  utility  is 
paid  100  cents  on  the  dollar,  even  in  the 
absence  of  any  law.  We  are  dealing,  in 
this  amendment,  with  the  cost  of  moving 
the  utility’s  pipes,  and  poles,  and  lines, 
if  they  are  out  on  the  State  highways, 
not  the  cost  of  their  land  or  their  poles. 
If  any  of  the  property  is  taken,  which 
includes  lines,  and  poles,  or  pipes,  or 
anything  else,  the  utility  is  reimbursed 
100  percent.  My  amendment  has  been 
printed. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  would  prefer  it  if  the 
Senator  would  submit  his  amendment  on 
his  own  time,  instead  of  debating  it  on 
my  time. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  for  giving  me  the 
opportunity  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  my  amendment. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  should  like  to  ad¬ 
dress  myself  to  the  points  raised  by  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  but  I  shall  do  so 
after  I  have  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  who  has  been  on  his  feet  for 
some  time. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  why  the  committee  has  proposed 
the  change  set  forth  in  section  11.  Why 
does  the  committee  proposed  to  change 
the  present  law? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  suppose  I  should 
defer  to  the  majority  of  the  committee 
to  speak  for  themselves,  but  the  way  I 
understand  it  is  that  a  number  of  States 
amended  their  laws  in  order  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  statutory  form  found 
in  the  present  section  calling  for  a  reim¬ 
bursement  of  the  cost  of  relocating  util¬ 
ities. 

The  committee  said,  “We  are  paying 
much  more  for  the  cost  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocating  of  utilities  than  we 
anticipated  when  we  put  that  section  in 
the  statute  back  in  1956.”  Therefore,  in 
order  to  stem  that  tide,  it  decided  to 
adopt  an  amendment  which  will  cut 


down  the  amount  that  is  being  paid  out 
for  that  purpose.  That  is  about  the  sum 
and  substance  of  it  as  I  see  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  Minnesota,  of  course, 
through  its  legislature,  complies  with  the 
10-percent  contribution.  In  other  words 
the  Federal  Government  pays  90  percent 
and  the  State  pays  10  perceht.  If  the 
proposed  change  is  made  in  the  act  then 
the  State  will  not  be  qualified  to  enjoy 
its  authorized  10-percent  participation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes. 

Mr.  THYE.  That  poses  a  problem  for 
the  State  of  Minnesota,  and  I  am  sure  it 
poses  the  same  kind  of  problem  for  other 
States.  Therefore,  the  States  should  be 
forewarned  before  we  enact  such  a 
change,  because  the  States  would  not 
have  sufficient  funds,  nor  would  they 
have  the  right  legally  under  existing 
laws,  to  comply  with  the  revision  which 
would  be  made  in  the  law  if  we  amend 
that  section  now. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes;  it  would  cause 
some  delay,  I  am  sure. 

The'  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  ? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  substitute  for  the  pending 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  sub¬ 
stitute  is  not  in  order  at  this  time.  It  is 
not  in  order  until  all  time  for  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  has  either  been 
consumed  or  yielded  back.  Three  hours 
of  debate  have  been  allowed  on  the 
pending  amendment. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Can  any  change 
be  made  in  the  pending  amendment? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  change  has  al¬ 
ready  been  made. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  After 
the  time  allowed  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  yielded  back  or  con¬ 
sumed,  an  amendment  to  the  pending 
amendment,  or  a  substitute  for  it,  may 
be  offered. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  gives  notice  that  he  will  offer 
a  substitute  to  strike  out  section  11,  so 
as  to  return  us  to  the  present  law.  It 
is  a  very  simple  proposal. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  If  the  Senator  will 
withhold  his  request,  that  is  the  exact 
effect  of  my  amendment  as  already 
changed.  I  have  changed  the  proposed 
amendment  so  as  to  strike  out  the  words 
which  make  it  different  from  the  present 
section  111.  Therefore,  if  my  amend¬ 
ment  shall  prevail,  it  will  mean  that  sec¬ 
tion  111  will  be  reinstated  intact,  just 
as  it  is. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  am  interested  in 
the  objective,  not  in  the  way  it  is  reached, 
so  I  shall  gladly  support  the  changed 
amendment.  I  do  not  object  to  the 
change. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  am  sorry  I  had  to  do 
it  in  the  involved  way  in  which  I  did,  but 
I  have  a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 
The  cosponsor  was  not  present  when  I 
considered  the  deletion  of  the  80  percent 
clause.  He  later  appeared  and  con¬ 
sented  to  the  change  made. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  has  one  other  suggestion  to 
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owned  by  cooperatives  such  as  the  REA’s, 
occupy  highway  rights-of-way  by  suf- 
ference,  or  perhaps  in  some  instances  by 
invitation.  In  any  event,  they  are  there. 

The  rerouting  of  a  highway  or  the 
changing  of  a  highway  may  in  some  in¬ 
stances  create  very  burdensome  costs, 
costs  beyond  the  ability  of  a  small  utility 
to  finance,  if  it  had  to  pay  for  them ;  and 
in  the  case  of  Electric  Administration 
cooperatives,  perhaps  it  would  create  a 
cost  burden  which  they  could  neither 
finance  nor  pass  on  to  their  customers 
without  impairing  the  feasibility  of  the 
projects  on  which  they  had  received  loans 
from  the  REA’s. 

So  I  felt  that  something  should  be  done 
for  them.  That  was  why,  in  1955  and 
1956, 1  supported  the  idea  of  writing  into 
law  a  provision  which  would  permit  some 
reimbursement  to  be  made  to  them. 

But  at  the  time  we  felt  that  there 
should  be  some  automatic  check  on  the 
matter,  so  the  Federal  Government 
would  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  exorbi¬ 
tant  costs  which  the  State  themselves 
did  not  recognize  or  were  not  willing  to 
share  in  paying.  We  felt  that  if  the 
States  were  to  share  in  the  payment  of 
the  reimbursement  costs,  that  would  au¬ 
tomatically  police  or  check  against  abuse. 

However,  we  have  found  that  some 
abuses  have  developed. 

There  is  this  difference  between  the 
language  which  was  in  the  bill  as  passed 
by  the  Senate  and  the  language  of  the 
conference  report  of  2  years  ago - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  yield  additional  time  to  me? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Yes.  Will  5  minutes  suf¬ 
fice  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Perhaps 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  will 
yield  an  additional  10  minutes  to  me. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  will  be  willing  to 
have  me  yield  5  minutes  to  him  at  this 
time,  as  the  first  installment.  [Laugh¬ 
ter.] 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Very 
well. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  additional  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  additional  minutes.  . 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  when  the  bill  was  passed  by 
the  Senate,  there  were  two  limitations: 
first,  a  pei'centage  limitation — 1  or  2 
percent — on  the  project.  In  \  the  con¬ 
ference  it  was  said  it  would  be  difficult 
to  determine  how  the  2-percent  limita¬ 
tion  would  apply;  in  other  words,  the 
construction  of  a  project  might  require 
more  than  1  year.  The  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  representatives  said  it  would 
be  difficult  to  administer  such  a  ceiling. 

Consequently,  we  next  talked  about  a 
50-percent  limitation. 

Thereafter,  in  the  conference,  with¬ 
out  examining  carefully  the  House  pro¬ 
vision  on  this  matter,  it  was  said — as 
such  things  sometimes  occur  in  confer¬ 
ence;  and  the  conference  was  a  long 


one;  it  lasted  for  several  days — “Well, 
we  will  yield  to  the  House.’’  But,  in 
yielding  to  the  House  language,  that 
was  done  only  with  the  idea  that  the 
States  would  say,  “We  will  do  this  on 
the  Interstate  System,  where  Uncle  Sam 
will  be  liable  for  90  percent  and  we  shall 
be  liable  for  only  10  percent;  but  we  will 
not  do  it  when  the  States  have  to  pay 
50  percent.” 

Now  I  resume  reading  the  testimony 
given  before  the  committee  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Weeks: 

Ordinarily,  the  utilities  contributed  noth¬ 
ing  to  the  cost  of  acquiring  the  rights-of- 
way,  paid  nothing  for  the  privilege  of  in¬ 
stalling  and  maintaining  their  facilities 
thereon,  and  acquired  no  vested  property  in¬ 
terest  in  the  rights-of-way.  The  occupancy 
of  highway  rights-of-way  by  public  utilities 
is  usually  subject  to  the  condition  that  the 
facilities  do  not  interfere  with  public  travel, 
and  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  - 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  States  required  the  utilities  to  bear 
the  cost  of  relocating  their  facilities  when 
such  relocation  was  necessary  to  permit  im¬ 
provement  of  the  highway. 

That  is  to  say,  Mr.  President,  the 
great  majority  of  the  States  have  said, 
“You  are  occupying  a  public  right-of- 
way.  We  provide  a  service  here.  You 
can  occupy  the  right-of-way;  that  is  a 
concession  to  you.  But  if  we  have  to 
change  the  road,  you  will  pay  your  re¬ 
location  costs.” 

But  after  the  1956  act  was  passed, 
a  change  came  about;  and  that  is  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  next  part  of  the  testimony 
given  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  Mr. 
Weeks,  before  the  committee.  I  now 
read  it,  as  follows: 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  which  increased  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing 
the  Interstate  System  to  90  percent,  and 
up  to  95  percent  in  public  lands  States,  and 
expressly  authorized  the  use  of  Federal-aid 
funds  for  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  re¬ 
locating  utility  facilities,  a  significant  re¬ 
action  has  occurred  in  many  State  legisla¬ 
tures.  During  1956  and  1957,  legislation 
which  would  provide  for  payment  by  the 
State  of  the  cost  of  relocating  public  utility 
facilities  was  considered  by  the  legislative 
assemblies  of  40  States.  Such  legislation  was 
given  favorable  consideration  in  22  States, 
but  was  vetoed  in  6  States,  so  that  the  legis¬ 
lation  became  law  in  16  States.  Under  these 
16  enactments,  only  1  State  will  pay  the 
cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities  on  all 
State-maintained  highways.  Five  of  the  en¬ 
actments  relate  to  all  Federal-aid  projects 
and  10  relate  to  the  projects  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  only,  where  the  Federal  share 
of  the  cost  is  at  least  90  percent. 

In  other  words,  the  experience  was 
that  although  the  legislatures  of  40 
States  considered  it,  the  legislatures  of 
only  16  States  passed  legislation  which 
was  approved  and  became  law;  and  out 
of  those  16,  the  legislatures  of  only  10 
States  applied  it  to  the  Interstate 
System. 

They  said,  “If  Uncle  Sam  will  pay  90 
cents  on  the  dollar,  this  is  a  good  idea, 
this  is  a  good  principle,  but  we  do  not  see 
any  justice  in  a  proposal  that  requires  us 
to  take  care  of  the  utilities  on  the  pri¬ 
mary  system  of  roads.  We  do  not  see 
any  justice  in  it  in  the  case  of  the  sec¬ 
ondary  roads,  because  there  the  States 
will  have  to  pay  50  percent.  But  we  see 


justice  and  equity  in  it  only  if  Uncle  Sam 
is  willing  to  pay  maybe  90  or  95  cents  on 
the  dollar.  It  is  okay  if  Uncle  Sam  will 
pay  the  bill  for  90  or  95  cents  on  the 
dollar.  We  are  not  taking  action  on  the 
secondary  roads.” 

I  thought  some  of  the  greatest  justice 
would  be  done  in  dealing  with  secondary 
roads,  which,  in  many  cases,  affect 
municipalities  or  electrification  co-ops, 
where  small  businesses  would  have  to 
bear  increased  costs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield. 6  additional  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  will  state  for  the  Record 
that  this  program  applies  only  in  cases 
where  public  utilities  have  no  legal  right 
to  reimbursement.  Where  public  utili¬ 
ties  have  such  rights,  a  State  has  always 
had  to  pay  them  as  a  condition  to  make 
the  change  which  was  involved. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota..  That  is 
correct.  In  the  first  part  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  statement  he  pointed  out  that 
when  utilities  had  a  right  or  a  title,  the 
States,  or  the  persons,  whichever  was 
paying  for  the  road,  had  the  obligation  to 
reimburse. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  States  interested 
in  this  matter  decided  that,  whatever 
Federal  action  was  taken,  so  far  as  they 
were  concerned  they  did  not  feel  it  was 
necessary  for  them  to  pay,  out  of  their 
gasoline  tax  funds  or  road  construction 
funds,  for  expenses  incurred  by  utilities 
which  were  not  legally  chargeable 
against  the  States.  Therefore,  there 
was  some  justice  and  reason  to  the  con¬ 
tention  of  the  States  that  they  should 
not  go  further  than  to  meet  the  terms 
of  the  interstate  sysem  contribution  to 
which  the  Senator  has  referred,  that  be¬ 
ing  the  only  change  in  the  system  that 
was  enacted  by  the  1956  law.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
think  it  was  contemplated,  I  certainly 
contemplated,  and  so  stated  during  the 
hearings  that  if  the  States  recognized 
the  equity  of  taking  care  of  one  utility, 
they  would  have  to  take  care  of  a  utility 
whether  it  happened  to  be  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  or  on  the  secondary  system. 

I  should  like  to  read  the  concluding 
paragraph  of  the  Secretary’s  statement, 
wherein  he  said: 

This  drastic  change  In  existing  practices 
was  not  contemplated  when  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  was  enacted.  The 
amount  of  funds  authorized  by  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  was  not  determined 
upon  the  basis  of  assuming  the  general  obli¬ 
gation  to  play  the  cost  of  relocating  utility 
facilities  within  the  highway  rights-of-way. 
If  Federal-aid  funds  continue  to  be  available 
to  reimburse  the  States  for  the  cost  of  re¬ 
locating  utility  facilities,  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  for  that  purpose  will  increase  substan¬ 
tially,  with  the  result  that  correspondingly 
less  will  be  available  for  the  construction  of 
highways.  We  also  are  now  considering  the 
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preparation  of  draft  legislation  on  this  sub¬ 
ject. 

I  asked  Mr.  Tallamy  at  one  point  to 
furnish  us  with  some  estimate  of  what 
the  additional  cost  would  be  for  the 
Federal  Government  under  the  way  the 
States  were  handling  it.  We  did  not  get 
a  figure  on  that  alone.  He  said  it  was 
estimated  3  percent  would  be  added  to 
the  cost  of  the  system  by  reason  of  this, 
plus  a  requirement  in  the  1956  act  that 
local  needs  should  be  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  Interstate  System. 
That  has  been  interpreted  to  mean  serv¬ 
ice  roads.  So  the  cost  on  the  utility 
system  alone  was  not  segregated. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Is  the  Senator  saying 
that  the  substitute  language  in  the  bill 
as  reported  meets  the  views  expressed 
in  the  testimony  of  Secretary  Weeks? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  moves 
in  that  direction.  I  think  we  would  have 
to  say  the  Secretary’s  recommendation 
would  probably  have  been  more  in  favor 
of  a  50-percent  limitation,  or  at  least  the 
requirement  that  there  should  be  some 
showing  that  the  States  actually  paid 
their  share  of  it  out  of  their  own  funds. 
I  consider  that  the  proviso  which  I  read 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  embodies 
the  Secretary’s  recommendation — that 
is,  ^the  testimony  of  the  Secretary  and 
the  representative  of  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  that  it  should  not  be  possible 
for  a  utility  to  go  to  a  State  and  say, 
“Do  not  worry  about  10  percent.  Go 
ahead  and  nick  Uncle  Sam  for  90  per¬ 
cent,  and  we  want  either  cash  or  a  check, 
or  we  will  bill  you  for  the  other  10 
percent.” 

There  was  a  feeling  in  the  committee 
that  there  should  be  a  showing  that  the 
State  had  paid  its  proportionate  share  of 
the  cost  of  relocating  utilities.  That 
was  important,  because  it  would  be  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  fact  that  the  State  was 
watching  the  operation  and  was  not 
agreeing  to  an  exorbitant  bill  for  the 
relocation  of  utilities. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  read  the  proposal  again? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  pro¬ 
posal  I  should  like  to  see  added  to  the 

ICtlloUClfiC 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  10  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  is  becoming 
vei-y  liberal.  I  hope  I  will  not  use  that 
much  time. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  has  an  amendment  to  the  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to  modify 
the  language  of  his  amendment? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  lan¬ 
guage  which  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  is  seeking  to  defend  is  the  lan¬ 
guage  contained  in  the  bill.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  has  offered  an  amend¬ 


ment  which  would,  in  effect,  nullify  the 
language  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  from  the  able  Senator’s  pres¬ 
entation  that  the  cost  contemplated 
might  approximate  3  percent? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
that  is  more  than  it  would  actually  cost, 
because  3  percent  was  the  figure  Mr. 
Tallamy  gave  as  embracing  the  utility 
relocation  costs,  and  also  other  costs, 
principally  the  building  of  service  roads 
along  the  Interstate  System.  But  that 
the  cost  would  run  into  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  was  equally  evident. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Does  the  Senator’s 
amendment  protect  rural  electric  and 
telephone  co-ops?  I  am  especially  con¬ 
cerned  with  protecting  the  small  rural 
co-ops. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  rural 
co-ops  I  think  would  be  largely  taken 
care  of  by  the  provision  that  if  a  State 
was  required  to  pay,  the  cost  for  it  would 
apply  to  the  right-of-way  which  affect 
the  co-ops,  because  they  are  largely  on 
the  secondary  roads  or  on  the  primary 
roads.  Very  few  co-op  lines  are  found 
on  the  so-called  Interstate  System  of 
highways. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  For  example,  I  have 
had  several  calls  from  small  rural  elec¬ 
tric  co-ops  in  Colorado  which  bear  out 
conclusively  the  presentation  made  by 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota.  They 
have  advised  me  that  they  have  neither 
the  working  capital  nor  the  financial 
base  to  sustain  a  violent  change  in  their 
programs  such  as  is  brought  about  by 
radical  relocation  of  their  facilities.  I 
want  to  be  sure  that  these  co-ops  are 
given  adequate  protection  under  this  bill 
and  are  not  placed  in  a  position  where 
they  could  be  financially  ruined  by  an 
order  to  extensively  relocate  their  power¬ 
lines. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  two 
principal  changes  which  are  effected  by 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  are  these: 

First,  the  language  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  in 
the  bill  places  a  ceiling  of  70  percent  on 
the  share  of  the  cost  which  would  fall  on 
the  Federal  Government.  The  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  would  lift  that  70 -percent  ceiling 
and  permit  the  Federal  Government  to 
pay  90  percent,  or  up  to  95  percent,  of  the 
cost  in  the  public-lands  States. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Which  is  similar  to 
the  old  law. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Similar 
to  the  present  law,  which  has  been  in 
operation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  identical.  If  the 
Senator  will  yield,  my  amendment  will 
simply  let  the  present  statute  stay  as  it 
is. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes.  I 
am  trying  to  make  clear  the  two  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  amendment  and  the 
language  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Yes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  First,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  would  permit  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  be  charged  with  90  to  95  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  utilities’  relocation, 
whereas  the  language  reported  by  the 


committee  would  place  a  ceiling  of  70 
percent  upon  that. 

The  second  thing  is  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  does  not  make  any  requirement 
that  the  State  shall  have  shown  that  it 
was  paying  the  other  part  of  the  cost  it¬ 
self.  The  proviso  which  is  in  the  bill  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  reads: 

Provided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to 
him  shall  have  been  presented  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State 
has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds. 

Mr.  CARROLL  and  Mr.  THYE  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  will 
yield  in  a  moment.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  connected  statement. 

My  objection  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
based  as  much  on  the  latter  point  as  on 
the  first.  I  wish  I  could  feel  that  we 
had  a  guaranty  the  State  was  checking 
the  cost  on  the  utility  relocations  and 
not  getting  exorbitant  bills  or  unfair 
bills.  I  should  like  to  feel  that  the 
State  was  not  entering  into  some  sort  of 
an  agreement  whereby  the  State  could 
say  to  the  utility,  “We  will  pass  a  law 
agreeing  to  recognize  this,  if  the  load 
can  be  thrown  upon  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.” 

I  should  like  to  see  in  the  law  some 
provision  which  will  insure  that  the 
State  shall  keep  an-  eagle  eye  upon  the 
expenditures,  which  comes  only  when 
the  State,  out  of  the  State’s  own  funds, 
pays  the  other  share  of  the  cost.  There 
is  no  such  guaranty  under  the  present 
situation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  In  a 
moment. 

The  members  of  the  committee  were 
told  that  at  least  in  a  couple  of  States 
the  suggestion  was  made  to  the  State 
highway  commission,  “Go  ahead  and 
bill  the  Federal  Government  for  it.  We 
will  forget  the  10  percent.” 

The  very  fact  that  40  States  consid¬ 
ered  such  proposed  legislation,  that  only 
22  States  passed  it,  and  that  in  6  of 
those  22  States  the  bill  was  vetoed, 
would  indicate  that  in  24  States  they 
looked  at  this  matter  and  said,  “We  do 
not  want  to  make  it  a  legal  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  States  to  pay  a  portion  of 
the  cost,  nor  do  we  want  to  accept  the 
responsibility  of  policing  the  operation 
to  be  sure  that  this  is  a  sound  program, 
that  the  costs  are  reasonable,  and  that 
the  proper  costs  will  be  assessed  against 
utility  relocations.” 

Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  is  a  defect 
in  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska.  I  think  I  can  say 
that  with  good  grace,  because  the  origi¬ 
nal  utility  repayment  provision  in  the 
act  of  1956  was  one  which  I  proposed  in 
the  committee.  I  felt  that  something 
ought  to  be  done,  so  that  the  burden  of 
utility-relocation  costs  should  not  fall 
upon  municipalities,  should  not  fall  upon 
small  utilities,  and  should  not  fall  upon 
the  REA  co-ops  which  did  not  have  a 
proper  base  on  which  to  distribute  the 
unusual  burden  of  large  amounts. 
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I  think  we  ought  to  provide  in  the  law 
some  safeguard  so  that  Uncle  Sam  will 
not  be  made  a  “sucker”  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  the  law. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Is  that  safeguard  in 
the  bill  which  is  now  pending  before  this 
body? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  is  in 
the  bill  in  the  proviso  which  I  have  read, 
and  is  as  follows : 

Provided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to 
him  shall  have  been  presented  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State 
has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  To  what  extent  must 
the  State  pay?  What  percentage  is  in¬ 
volved? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  What¬ 
ever  would  be  applicable  within  the  70- 
percent  ceiling.  It  would  be  in  the  same 
proportion  that  the  funds  are  used  on 
the  project,  with  a  ceiling  of  70  percent. 

If  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  would 
add  to  his  amendment  the  proviso  I  have 
suggested,  then  the  proportion  would 
be  in  the  same  proportion  paid  on  all 
the  systems,  even  to  the  90  percent,  but 
at  least  we  would  have  the  policeman 
clause,  the  requirement  that  the  State 
pay  its  share  out  of  its  own  funds,  not 
handling  it  through  some  sort  of  an 
extrajurisdictional  device. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Can  the  Senator 
think  of  any  valid  reason  why  we  should 
change  the  provision  the  committee  has 
recommended  in  the  bill  now  before  us? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Not  with 
respect  to  the  proviso.  I  think  the  argu¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  whether  the  ceiling 
should  be- 70  percent  or  90  percent  is  a 
matter  of  policy  for  the  Congress  to  de¬ 
termine.  If  one  wants  to  take  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  share  should  be  paid  in  the 
same  proportion  that  the  costs  are  paid 
for  building  a  particular  highway,  that 
is  a  matter  for  determination.  I  think 
a  checkrein  is  needed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  may 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  have  1 
or  2  minutes  more,  so  that  I  may  ask  a 
question  or  two? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  yield 
further  time? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Does  the  Senator  wish  to 
propound  an  interrogatory  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  from 
Colorado  wishes  to  propound  such  an  in¬ 
terrogatory. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  4  minutes 
for  that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  4  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 


In  effect,  then,  the  committee  has  set 
up  a  standard,  by  saying  to  the  State 
that  a  greater  safeguard  is  provided  if 
we  permit  a  percentage  of  70  percent 
rather  than  90  or  95  percent.  Is  that  not 
the  substance  of  it? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  70 
percent  does  provide  a  limitation.  How¬ 
ever,  within  the  70  percent  the  primary 
roads,  secondary  roads  and  urban  roads 
could  all  be  taken  care  of.  The  reloca¬ 
tions  could  all  be  taken  care  of,  because 
they  are,  generally  speaking,  on  a  50-50 
basis,  except  in  the  public  land  States, 
and  in  the  public  land  States  most  of 
them  would  be  taken  care  of.  I  think 
there  are  a  few  public-land  States  which 
get  a  little  better  split  than  the  70-30, 
but  the  provision  would  take  care  of  most 
of  the  public-land  States. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  am  indebeted  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  for  his  very  clear  presentation.  My 
next  question  is:  Do  we  have  any  idea 
what  will  be  the  cost  if  we  should  restore 
the  language  of  the  present  statute? 
What  will  be  the  cost  of  the  program  if 
we  permit  the  various  giant  private  util¬ 
ities  to  move,  in  a  sense,  scot  free  to 
relocate  their  facilities? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  wish  I  could  answer  that 
question.  I  cannot.  One  reason  I  can¬ 
not  is  that  although  I  posed  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  representative  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  I  was  told  the  Bureau 
could  not  give  a  firm  answer  because 
until  the  exact  location  of  the  interstate 
system  was  determined  they  could  not  be 
definite  as  to  the  road  relocations,  so  it 
would  be  difficult  to  give  a  figure. 

For  instance,  suppose  the  Interstate 
System  should  go  through  a  city  or  the 
suburban  part  of  a  city.  Whether  the 
interstate  highway  goes  on  street  A  or 
on  street  B  may  make  a  great  deal  of 
difference  as  to  the  cost  of  the  utility  re¬ 
location.  One  reason  I  think  the  police 
clause  should  be  in  the  law  is  that  if 
there  is  no  police  authority  involved  and 
if  the  States  can  largely  escape  any 
sharing  in  the  cost  then  they  may  take 
the  interstate  highway  on  a  route 
through  the  city  where  the  greatest  re¬ 
location  cost  will  occur.  The  highway 
might  go  down  street  A,  where  the  cost 
might  be  $3  million,  whereas  if  it  went 
down  street  B  the  cost  might  be  only  $1 
million.  But  if  the  Federal  Government 
is  to  put  up  practically  all  the  money, 
they  may  take  street  A,  with  the  $3  mil¬ 
lion  cost,  rather  than  street  B,  which 
they  would  be  inclined  to  choose  if  they 
had  to  put  up  a  part  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  was  impressed  by 
the  Senator’s  statement  with  respect  to 
the  possible  cost  of  3  percent.  We  spent 
many  hours  debating  a  cost  of  one-half 
of  1  percent  of  the  total  interstate  road 
costs  with  respect  to  billboards.  Now 
we  are  debating  3  percent  of  what? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Three 
percent  of  the  estimated  cost  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System.  Under  the  estimate 
submitted  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  last  year,  the  estimated  cost  was 
$37  billion.  I  think  that  is  too  high,  be¬ 
cause  contracts  are  being  let  for  some¬ 
thing  less  than  that.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  could  use  a  figure  of  more  than  $30 


billion  as  the  cost  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem,  and  be  conservative. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  May  I  have  1  more 
minute? 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  will  yield  1  more  min¬ 
ute  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  appreciate  the  in¬ 
dulgence  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  North  Carolina. 

I  have  tried  to  make  a  quick  calcula¬ 
tion  as  to  what  3  percent  of  $30  billion 
would  be.  I  have  become  lost  in  the 
maze  of  these  large  sums.  It  wnuld  be 
almost  $1  billion.  That  is  what  we  are 
talking  about  in  connection  with  the 
pending  amendment.  A  little  while  ago 
we  spent  hours  debating  a  percentage  of 
one-half  of  1  percent,  which  would  be 
a  sixth  of  a  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  President,  have  the  yeas  and  nays 
been  ordered  on  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  *  They 
have  not. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays  on  the  Hruska  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
expired. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  know  that  Senators  have  been  receiv¬ 
ing  requests  from  the  small  cities  of  the 
country  for  some  method  of  reimburse¬ 
ment.  Many  of  them  say  frankly  that 
they  will  be  unable  to  meet  the  cost  of 
being  on  this  great  Interstate  Highway 
System  unless  they  are  reimbursed  for 
the  cost  of  moving  municipally  owned 
public  utility  systems. 

It  will  not  be  necessray  to  vote  for 
the  pending  amendment  and  give  away 
millions  of  dollars  to  those  not  entitled 
to  it  in  order  to  afford  the  cities  such 
reimbursement.  I  have  an  amendment, 
which  has  been  on  the  table  since  last 
evening,  by  which  we  would  grant  to  the 
municipalities  and  cooperatively  owned 
utilities  the  same  rate  of  payment  that 
was  granted  all  utilities  under  the  1956 
Act,  and  retain  in  section  (b)  the  same 
grant  that  the  committee  has  reported 
with  respect  to  those  States  which  are 
required  to  pay  for  the  movement  of  fa¬ 
cilities  of  privately  owned  corporations. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case]  for  the  fine  work  they 
have  done  on  this  highway  bill.  A  little 
later  I  shall  offer  an  amendment  by 
which  the  cities  and  cooperatives  can  be 
given  the  privilege  of  full  reimburse¬ 
ment,  without  the  private  utilities  of  the 
country  reaching  their  hands  into  the 
pockets  of  the  taxpayers. 

On  Friday  last,  this  august  body 
turned  down  an  appeal  to  raise  the  per¬ 
sonal  income  tax  exemption  by  $200, 
from  $600  a  person  a  year  to  $800  per  per¬ 
son  per  year.  A  little  later  it  voted  to 
give  $124  million  to  the  richest  insurance 
companies  in  the  land. 

In  the  midst  of  the  recession  we  are 
voting  money  for  those  who  need  it  least. 
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and  we  are  denying  aid  to  the  people  who 
need  it  worst.  The  private  utilities  are 
not  going  broke.  They  have  governmen¬ 
tal  status.  They  can  charge  a  rate  under 
which  they  can  exist.  If  they  are  fortu¬ 
nate  enough  to  be  where  the  great  Inter 
state  Highway  System  is  going,  there  will 
be  an  increase  in  population,  in  industry, 
and  wealth,  so  that  they  will  more  than 
make  back  the  cost  of  the  moving  of  their 
pipes  and  lines. 

We  are  not  dealing  with  land  taken 
away  from  utility  companies.  We  are 
talking  about  the  cost  of  moving  their  fa¬ 
cilities  off  a  State-owned,  nationally 
owned,  or  county-owned  highway,  where 
they  have  their  utilities  on  public  land. 
Where  there  is  a  State  highway  100  feet 
wide  and  a  super  highway  300  feet  wide 
comes  along,  if  the  utility  companies  own 
land  outside  the  100 -foot  right-of-way, 
the  State  right-of-way,  the  utilities  will 
be  paid  in  full  for  it.  Under  the  con¬ 
demnation  laws,  if  the  value  of  their 
lands  includes  the  cost  of  moving  poles, 
lines,  and  pipes  they  will  be  reimbursed 
in  full  the  cost  of  movement,  because  the 
condemnation  laws  provide  they  will  be 
reimbursed  in  full  if  their  land  is  taken, 
including  the  cost  of  moving  facilities, 
and  they  will  be  reimbursed  fully,  with¬ 
out  changing  the  bill  as  it  now  stands. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  pays  fully  for  movement 
off  of  State  lands. 

I  appeal  to  the  Senate  to  let  us  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  for  the  cities  and 
the  cooperatives.  Let  us  retain  the  fine 
work  which  the  committee  has  done  with 
respect  to  private  utilities. 

The  committee  has  found  that  since 
the  1956  act  was  passed,  in  40  States 
private  utilities  have  come  forward  with 
bills,  which  have  been  passed  in  a  num¬ 
ber  of  instances.  They  turn  the  States 
into  transmission  agencies  to  reach  into 
the  Federal  Treasury,  for  what?  Not  for 
the  States,  but  for  the  private  utilities. 
Thank  God,  a  large  number  of  American 
States  in  which  such  proposals  were 
made  turned  them  down.  They  were 
turned  down  by  a  majority  of  the  States. 
The  States  of  New  York  and  Washington 
considered  the  proposals  and  adopted 
laws  which  limited  reimbursement  to 
municipally  owned  utilities.  The  States 
of  Washington  and  New  York  have 
adopted  the  very  provisions  which  we 
propose  in  section  (a)  of  the  amendment 
which  will  come  up  later. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  oppose 
this  1958  highway  bill  (S.  3414)  for  three 
principal  reasons,  as  follows: 

First.  It  would  destroy  the  pay-as- 
you-go  policy  for  Federal  highway  aid, 
established  by  the  Highway  Act  of  1956, 
which  set  up  the  road  trust  fund  to  as¬ 
sure  that  special  taxes  on  highway  users 
would  be  used  for  highway  construction. 

Second.  In  Virginia,  and  I  presume 
-in  many  other  States,  it  would  desti-oy 


the  flexibility  of  State  highway  programs, 
and  deprive  primary,  secondary,  and 
county  systems  which  are  certainly  no 
less  important  then  the  so-called  Federal 
Interstate  System,  which  in  Virginia  is 
only  2  percent  of  the  total  road  mileage. 

Third  Over  the  4-fiscal-year  pe¬ 
riod  1959-62  this  bill  would  reduce  the 
ratio  of  highway  construction  to  Federal 
funds  for  the  ABC  regular  Federal  aid 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems. 

This  statement  to  this  point  clearly 
states  my  position  as  an  advocate  of  con¬ 
tinuing  construction  of  good  roads  under 
sound  programs. 

This  has  been  my  position  for  more 
than  30  years.  It  has  been  the  Virginia 
policy  for  nearly  that  long.  The  Virginia 
system  of  highways  is  indisputable  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  wisdom  in  this  policy. 

My  first  principal  objection  to  this  bill 
is  that  it  would  destroy  the  solvency  of 
the  Federal  highway  trust  fund  which 
2  years  ago  was  established  as  one  of 
the  most  forward  steps  in  the  history  of 
Federal  participation  in  highway  system 
development. 

When  Congress  enacted  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  it  did  three 
things,  among  others : 

It  increased  taxes  on  highway  users 
to  pay  for  roads. 

It  segregated  the  revenue  from  high¬ 
way  user  taxes  into  a  highway  trust 
fund  to  he  used  exclusively  for  Federal- 
State  highway  construction. 

It  limited  the  amount  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  States  to  the  sum  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  available  in  the  trust  fund 
for  the  fiscal  year  in  question. 

The  purpose  of  these  three  actions  was 
to  establish  a  Federal  pay-as-you-build 
highway  construction  system.  This  pol¬ 
icy  was  advocated  and  urged  by  the  pres¬ 
ent  administration  through  former  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury  Humphrey  and 
Secretary  of  Commerce  Weeks. 

From  years  of  experience  I  knew  this 
was  a  sound  proposal — one  that  would 
get  the  best  system  of  highways,  keep 
it  abreast  of  the  needs,  and  accomplish 
the  objective  at  minimum  expense  to 
users  and  to  State  and  Federal  Govern¬ 
ments. 

At  the  personal  invitation  of  Secre¬ 
tary  Weeks  and  Secretary  Humphrey,  I 
joined  sponsorship  of  this  Federal  pol¬ 
icy.  Now,  2  years  later,  Secretary  Hum¬ 
phrey  has  left  the  Cabinet,  and  Secre¬ 
tary  Weeks  and  the  administration  have 
reversed  their  position. 

But,  my  position  is  unchanged.  I  am 
still  opposed  to  crash  spending  high¬ 
way  programs.  Those  who  know  high¬ 
way  construction  best,  know  the  utter 
waste  they  entail. 

The  teeth  of  the  trust  fund  were  in 
section  209  (g)  of  the  1956  act.  Section 
9  of  pending  bill  suspends  that  1956  pro¬ 
vision  and  knocks  the  teeth  out  of  the 
trust  fund  for  fiscal  years  1959  and 
1960. 

The  effect  will  be  deficit  financing  of 
Federal  highway  construction.  The 
deficit  in  the  coming  fiscal  year  1959  is 
undetermined.  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 


officials  have  estimated,  it  from  zero  to 
more  than  $300  million.  But  they  defi¬ 
nitely  estimate  a  deficit  in  fiscal  year 
1960  of  $1.5  billion,  and  say  it  may  run 
as  high  as  $1.7  billion  under  this  bill. 

Under  provisions  remaining  in  the 
1956  act,  deficits  must  be  repaid,  and 
apportionments  are  limited  to  the  bal¬ 
ance  remaining  in  the  fund. 

Under  these  conditions  it  is  obvious 
that  at  the  end  of  2  years  the  ti'xxst  fund 
will  be  approaching  insolvency,  insofar 
as  sound  financing  of  future  highway 
consti’uction  is  concei’ned. 

This  bill  dooms  the  vital  provisions  of 
the  highway  trust  fund  under  the  guise 
of  a  2 -year  suspension. 

The  second  principal  reason  why  I 
oppose  this  bill  is  the  undue  emphasis 
on  the  so-called  Federal  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem,  at  the  expense  of  our  State  pri- 
mai-y,  secondary,  urban,  and  coixnty  road 
programs. 

The  official  position  of  the  State  of 
Virginia,  as  stated  by  the  Honorable 
F.  A.  Davis,  State  highway  commission¬ 
er,  is  that  we  prefer  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 
to1  those  embodied  in  S.  3414.  The  de¬ 
structiveness  of  the  overemphasis  on 
the  Federal  Intei-state  System  is  doc¬ 
umented  in  the  official  communication 
from  Mr.  Davis,  which  is  being  made  a 
pai-t  of  this  Record. 

It  suffices  for  me  to  say  that  under 
this  bill,  Virginia  would  be  x-equired  to 
spend  13.3  percent  of  its  State  highway 
revenue  on  less  than  2  percent  of  the 
highway  mileage  in  its  system. 

Without  detracting  from  the  desira¬ 
bility  of  the  Interstate  System,  I  sub¬ 
mit  this  would  be  an  unreasonable  dis¬ 
tortion  of  its  importance. 

Vii-ginia,  and  other  States,  will  be  in¬ 
deed  fortunate  if  Federal  highway  leg¬ 
islation  does  not  force  them  to  increase 
their  State  taxes  to  match  Federal  funds 
financed  through  deficit  spending  in 
Washington. 

My  third  principal  reason  for  oppos¬ 
ing  this  bill  is  that  over  the  period  of 
fiscal  years  1959-62  it  would  reduce  the 
ratio  of  highway  construction  to  Fed¬ 
eral  dollars  spent  on  the  regular  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary,  secondary,  axxd  urban 
'  systems. 

This  develops  through  a  complicated 
procedure  in  the  bill,  but  by  the  com¬ 
bination  of  reductions  in  the  matching 
formula  for  1959  and  reduced  progi-am 
in  1961  and  1962,  the  loss  in  highway 
construction  totals  $459  million. 

If  thei-e  is  any  doubt  about  this  cal¬ 
culation,  it  may  be  said  for  the  record 
it  was  checked  Tuesday,  March  25,  by 
Mr.  F.  C.  Turner,  Deputy  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
pi-inted  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
tabular  presentation  of  how  the  loss 
occurs. 

Thei-e  being  no  objection,  the  tabu¬ 
lation  was  ordei-ed  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
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ABC  Highway  Program  Under  S.  3414 

Federal  highway  trust  fund  expenditure  authorizations  and  State  matching  requirements  for  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems  ( ABC 

program),  fiscal  years  1 958-62  ( projected ) 


[In  millions] 


ABO 

program 

under 

existing  law, 
fiscal  year 
1958 

ABC  pro¬ 
gram  under 
existing  law 
and  S.  3414 
proposals, 
fiscal  year 
1959 

ABC  program  under 
proposals  in  8.  3414 

ABC 
program 
projected  at 
1960-61  level 
for  fiscal 
year  1962 

Total,  ABC 
program, 
fiscal  years 
1958  to  1962, 
inclusive 

I.oss  to  ABC 
highway 
construction 
program 
under  pro¬ 
visions  of 
sec.  2 of  8.3414 

Fiscal  vear 
1960 

Fiscal  year 
1961 

1.  Soc.  I  of  the  bill  would  authorize  expenditures  for  the  regular  ABC  pro¬ 
gram  for  fiscal  years  1900  and  1901.  The  bill  would  continuo  matching 
requirements  for  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  existing  formula  pf  50 
percent  Federal  and  50  percent  State  funds.  Figures  in  the  opposite 
columns  represent  actual  ABC  program  funds  for  fiscal  years  1958  and 
1959,  proposals  under  S.  3414  for  fiscal  years  1960  and  1901,  and  fiscal 
year  1962  projection: 

Federal . - . . 

$850 

850 

$875 

875 

$900 

900 

$900. 0 
900.0 

$900.0 

900.0 

$4,  425 
4,  425 

State-.... . _ _ 

r 

Total . „ . 

1,700 

1.  750 

1,800 

1,800.0 

1,800.0 

8. 850 

2.  See.  2  (a)  of  the  hill  would  provide  additional  appropriation  from  the 
highway  trust  fund  of  $400,00(1, OIK)  for  fiscal  year  1959.  The  bill  would 
further  provide  in  sec.  2  (d)  that  the  Federal  share  of  the  program 
financed  under  this  new  authority  would  be  70  percent  and  the  S.tate 
share  30  percent  (instead  of  the  existing  50-50  formula).  The  figures 
in  the  opposite  columns  represent  the  level  of  the  regular  ABC  program 
together  with  the  program  expansion  proposed  under  this  $400,000,000 
additional  1959  authority: 

Federal . . . 

850 

850 

1,275 

1,  046 

900 

900 

900.0 

900.0 

900.0 

900.0 

4,825 

4,596 

State . 

$229 

Total . 

1,700 

2.321 

1,800 

1,  800. 0 

1. 800. 0 

9.421 

229 

3.  Sec.  2  (e)  of  the  bill  would  provide  further  that  expenditure  of  $115,000,000 
be  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1959  from  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund 
in  the  form  of  advances  to  the  States  to  meet  their  30-percent  matching 
requirement  for  the  allocations  under  the  proposed  $400,000,000  addi¬ 
tional  1959  authorization.  Federal  advances  may  equal  %  of  the  30- 
percent  State  matching  requirement,  having  the  effect  of  increasing  the 
Federal  share  to  a  maximum  of  90  percent.  Provision  would  be  made 
in  see.  2  (f)  for  “reimbursement”  of  such  advances  from  State  alloca¬ 
tions  of  Federal  funds  in  fiscal  years  1901  and  1962.  The  figures  in  the 
opposite  columns  represent  the  levels  of  the  regular  ABO  program 
together  with  the  effect  of  the  Federal  advances  in  fiscal  year  1959  and 
their  "reimbursement”  in  1901  and  1962: 

Federal . . . . . 

A 

850 

850 

1,390 

931 

900 

900 

842.5 
842.  5 

842.  5 
842.5 

4,825 

4,366 

State.. . . . . 

459 

Total . 

1,700 

2,321 

-M00 

1,  685.  0 

1,  685.  0 

9,191 

459 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  there  are 
numerous  other  objectionable  features 
in  this  bill  but,  in  summary,  those  I  have 
mentioned  would: 

First,  destroy  the  solvency  of  the  pay- 
as-you-build  highway  trust  fund  method 
of  assuring  use  of  highway  taxes  for  road 
construction; 

Second,  work  hardships  on  my  own 
State,  and  I  suspect  others,  by  impeding 
the  discharge  of  its  responsibilities  to 
its  own  citizens,  requiring  dispropor¬ 
tionate  expenditures  on  the  Federal  In¬ 
terstate  System  and  perhaps  leading  to 
increased  State  taxes; 

And  third,  reduce  the  ratio  of  highway 
construction  to  expenditure  of  Federal 
road  funds. 

These  three  provisions,  separately  or 
collectively,  are  sufficient  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  to  make  this  a  bad  bill.  I  want  this 
record  to  show  the  reasons  why  I  am 
against  it,  and  for  these  reasons  I  shall 
vote  against  it. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  prepared  to  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time,  and  is 
the  Senator  from  North  Carolina  also 
prepared  to  yield  back  the  remainder 
of  his  time? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re¬ 
maining  time  has  been  yielded  back. 


Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names;  * 


Aiken 

Green 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hayden 

Murray 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Neuberger 

Barrett 

Hickenlooper 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hill 

Payne 

Bennett 

Hoblitzell 

Potter 

Bible 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Brlcker 

Hruska 

Purtell 

Bush 

Ives 

Revercomb 

Butler 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Javlts 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Case,  N.  J. 

Kefauver 

Scott. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Church 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Clark 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Langer 

Symington 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Dworshak 

Malone 

Thye 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Watkins 

Ervin 

Martin,  Iowa 

Wiley 

Flanders 

Martin,  Pa. 

Williams 

Frear 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Ful  bright 

Goldwater 

Gore 

McNamara 

Morse 

Morton 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  .ordered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  has  all  time  expired? 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  been  yielded 
back. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield  5  minutes 
on  the  bill  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  Senators  may  not  want  to  have  a 
yea-and-nay  vote  on  this  issue;  but  the 
action  on  this  particular  amendment 
probably  will  draw  more  attention  than 
any  other  vote  we  have  had,  except  the 
vote  on  the  billboard  amendment. 

The  American  Automobile  Association, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  Public  Roads  all  say  that 
some  change  should  be  made  in  the 
present  law. 

The  debate  is  too  long  to  review  here, 
but  the  two  issues  are  these: 

The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  would  revert  to  the 
language  of  the  present  act,  which  lets 
the  Federal  Government  in  for  paying 
the  share  of  the  utility  costs  in  relocat¬ 
ing  up  to  90  or  95  percent.  The  language 
proposed  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  places  a  ceiling  of  70  percent  on 
that  amount.  So  the  question  can  be 
answered  simply  as  a  matter  of  dollars 
and  cents. 

But  in  my  estimation  the  most  im¬ 
portant  provision  of  the  language  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  committee  was  a  proviso 
which  would  require  evidence  to  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
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that  the  State  was  paying  its  share  of 
the  cost  out  of  its  own  funds. 

If  there  is  not  some  check  rein  like 
that,  the  evidence  suggests  that  the  re¬ 
locations  are  more  expensive,  because  a 
utility  can  say  to  a  State  highway  com¬ 
mission,  “Go  ahead  and  put  the  new 
road  where  the  utility  relocation  will  re¬ 
quire  a  new  distribution  system.  Uncle 
Sam  will  pay  90  percent  of  the  cost.  So 
what  difference  will  it  make?  We  will 
either  forget  the  10  percent  or  will  not 
cash  your  check,  or  whatever  it  may  be.” 

Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  has  just  indicated,  to  me  that  he 
will  be  willing  to  include  that  proviso  in 
his  amendment.  In  that  case,  I  have 
nothing  further  to  say. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  As  the  offerer  of  the 
amendment,  I  am  willing  to  accept  the 
provisio  as  an  amendment  to  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  a  right  to 
modify  his  amendment. 

The  question  now  comes  on  the 
amendment,  as  modified.  All  time  on 
the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  on  the  bill  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  shoud  like  to  know 
the  status  of  the  amendment  before  the 
Senate.  As  I  understand  it,  the  original 
amendment  was  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  Then  it  was  proposed 
to  be  amended  by  the  Senator  from 
Sofith  Dakota.  I  should  like  to  know 
the  status  of  the  amendment  at  this 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  at  present  consists  of  a  re¬ 
turn,  in  substance,  to  the  act  of  1956, 
with  the  proviso  which  was  included  in 
the  bill  reported  by  the  committee,  and 
which  the  clerk  will  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall 
be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to 
him  shall  have  been  presented  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State 
has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Only  a  few  Senators 
were  on  the  floor  during  the  recent  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska.  In  the  very 
crucial  argument  made  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  it  was  estimated 
that  the  cost  of  the  amendment  to  the 
program  would  approximate  3  percent, 
and  that  a  very  quick  estimate  of  the 
amount  wrould  be  approximately  $1 
billion. 

The  Senate  has  spent  many  hours  yes¬ 
terday  and  today  discussing  the  bill¬ 
board  amendment  which  involved  one- 
half  of  1  percent. 

Now  I  ask  this  question  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota, 
who  made  so  brilliant  a  presentation:  By 


virtue  of  the  acceptance  of  his  amend¬ 
ment  as  a  modification  of  the  pending- 
amendment,  how  much  of  a  reduction 
would  be  made  in  the  possible  cost  under 
this  measure? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident — 

Mr.  GbRE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  First  of 
all,  possibly  I  did  not  make  myself  clear 
when  I  discussed  the  3  percent.  I 
thought  I  said  that  the  3  percent  cost 
estimate  by  Mr.  Tallamy  embraced  not 
only  the  utility-relocation  costs,  but  also 
the  added  costs  by  virtue  of  the  1956 
act  which  required  that  consideration  be 
given  to  the  local  needs  and  require¬ 
ments,  which  would  include  the  so- 
called  service  roads  alongside  the  Inter¬ 
state  roads,  and  that  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  3  percent  should  not  be 
charged  to  the  utility  item,  but  should 
be  charged  to  the  service  roads. 

Mr.  Tallamy  was  not  able  to  give  us  a 
firm  figure  for  the  utility-relocation 
costs,  because,  first  of  all,  they  do  not 
know  just  where  the  roads  will  go  in  sub¬ 
urban  areas,  where  the  utility-relocation 
costs  would  be  the  greatest. 

But  by  this  means  there  would  be  a 
check  on  such  costs,  so  that  the  States 
would  not  agree  to  a  relocation  which 
would  throw  the  greatest  cost  on  the 
Federal  Government,  if  the  States  them¬ 
selves  had  to  pay  their  proportionate 
share  of  the  cost. 

I  thought  that  matter  was  even  more 
important  than  the  percentage  figure 
which  might  be  used  for  the  ceiling. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Would  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota '  say  that  even 
with  his  amendment  or  the  modification 
which  provides  for  that  safeguard,  that 
the  pending  amendment  would  cost  the 
highway  program  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  No,  I  do 
not  know  that  I  would  say  that.  Of 
course,  I  think  the  cost  will  be  greater 
if  there  is  a  90 -percent  ceiling,  instead 
of  a  70-percent  ceiling.  Of  course  the 
cost  will  be  higher  if  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  pays  90  precent  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  rather  than  70  percent.  But  I 
am  not  able  to  say  what  the  difference 
in  dollars  would  be.  However,  it  would 
cost  more. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  yielding. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  col¬ 
loquy  between  the  junior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll]  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
has  obviated  the  necessity  which  I  felt 
to  make  some  remarks. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  would  wage  the  fight 
and  would  represent  the  committee  on 
this  issue.  I  support  him  fully.  He  has 
done  a  brilliant  job.  I  congratulate  both 
him  and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  for  having  come  closer  to  agree¬ 
ment  on  this  matter. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  more  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  recognized 
for  2  additional  minutes.  - 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
California. 

Mr.  President,  had  this  proviso  not 
remained  in  the  bill,  there  would  have 
been  permitted  a  continuation  of  a  prac¬ 
tice  by  certain  States  that  has  bordered 
upon  a  sharp  practice,  by  means  of  which 
an  arrangement  between  the  States  and 
the  utilities  has  operated  in  such  a  way 
that  the  State  funds  were  not  paid  out, 
yet  the  Federal  Government  was  forced 
so  to  pay. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
recommends  and  provides  that,  as  a  pre¬ 
requisite  for  the  reimbursement  of  a 
State  by  the  Federal  Government,  there 
shall  be  a  certification  that  the  State  has 
lawfully  made  the  payment,  and  thereby 
is  entitled  to  the  reimbursement. 

That  is  now  provided  for  in  the 
amendment;  and  I  see  no  serious  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
Hruska-Kerr  amendment,  as  modified. 
All  time  on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me 
1  minute  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  on  the  bill  to  the  Senator 
from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  just  what 
proportion  of  the  Federal  funds  will  be 
expended  for  this  purpose,  under  the 
pending  amendment,  as  modified. 

Mr.  GORE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  inquire  as  to  what  percentage 
of  Federal  funds? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Yes.  The  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee  provided  that 
70  percent  would  be  paid  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  As  I  understand  the 
pending  amendment,  as  modified,  pro¬ 
vides  that  90  percent  shall  be  paid  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  that  the  percentage  be  increased 
from  70  to  80  percent.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  modified  in  this  respect, 
I  am  not  so  advised. 

Well,  Mr.  President,  I  have  just  been 
advised  that  while  I  was  out  of  the 
Chamber,  the  amendment  was  modified 
so  as  to  provide  for  the  arrangement  un¬ 
der  the  present  law,  namely,  90  percent 
Federal  and  10  percent  State,  on  the  In¬ 
terstate  System.  In  other  words,  the 
pending  amendment,  as  now  modified, 
provides  for  the  present  law,  with  the 
addition  of  the  requirement  that  before 
a  State  shall  be  entitled  to  reimburse¬ 
ment,  it  must  certify  to  the  Federal 
Government  that  it,  the  State,  has  ac¬ 
tually  made  the  expenditure,  thereby  en¬ 
titling  it  to  the  reimbursement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  But  does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  think  that  the 
amount  a  State  would  have  to  pay  would 
have  quite  a  good  deal  to  do  with  the 
certification?  Why  is  the  Senator  from 
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Tennessee  abandoning  the  provision  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  committee,  namely,  that 
70  percent  of  the  cost  is  sufficient  to  be 
paid  from  Federal  sources? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  committee  submit¬ 
ted  a  similar  provision  to  the  Senate  2 
years  ago,  after  long  and  diligent  study. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  have  had  some 
little  experience  with  this  program  since 
the  long  and  diligent  study,  to  which  the 
Senator  has  referred,  was  made  by  the 
committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Georgia  is  recognized  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
peat  my  question. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  that  we  have  had 
considerable  experience  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  since  then. 

This  amendment,  as  modified,  is  not 
a  happy  solution ;  it  is  a  compromise  ar¬ 
rangement. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  do  not  see  that  a 
compromise  is  provided  for  if  a  return 
is  made  to  the  90  percent.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  would  be  well  to  have  the 
figure  remain  at  70  percent,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  not  80  percent  or  90  percent,  so 
that  the  States  would  have  an  equitable 
interest  in  getting  a  settlement  of  these 
costs. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  If  I  have  time  in 
which  to  yield,  I  yield.  I  am  speaking 
by  sufferance. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  The  Senator  from 
Georgia  has  put  his  finger  on  the  nub 
of  the  question.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  question  is  now  one  of  State  cer¬ 
tification.  What  certification,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent?  The  certification  of  90  percent, 
not  70  percent. 

There  was  a  debate  on  this  matter 
when  the  Senator  was  not  on  the  floor. 
At  that  time  we  discussed  and  debated 
the  cost.  The  cost  was  estimated  to  be 
almost  $1  billion. 

The  committee  brought  forward,  in  its 
wisdom,  the  70-percent  figure. 

Now,  however,  an  effort  is  being  made 
to  disregard  the  committee’s  recommen¬ 
dation  and  to  revert  to  the  .old  lav/. 

I  agree  completely  with  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  that  the  70  percent  should 
be  preserved. 

Mr.  President,  on  the  question  of 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  as  now 
modified,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  re¬ 
quested  on  the  question  of  agreeing  to 
the  Hruska-Kerr  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied.  Is  there  a  sufficient  second? 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
absence  of  a  quorum  has  been  suggested, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


Aiken 

Green 

Mundt 

AUott 

Hayden 

Murray 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Neuberger 

Barrett 

Hickenlooper 

Pastore 

Beall 

Hill 

Payne 

Bennett 

Hoblitzell 

Potter 

Bible 

Holland 

Proxmire 

Bricker 

Hruska 

Purtell 

Bush 

Ives 

Revercomb 

Butler 

Jackson 

Robertson 

Byrd 

Javits 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson.  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Case,  N.  J. 

Kefauver 

Scott 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Kennedy 

Smathers 

Church 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Clark 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Langer 

Symington 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Thurmond 

Dworshak 

Malone 

Thye 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Watkins 

Ervin 

Martin,  Iowa 

Wiley 

Flanders 

Martin,  Pa. 

Williams 

Frear 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Fulbrlght 

McNamara 

Young 

Goidwater 

Morse 

Gore 

Morton 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska],  cosponsored  by  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr-  KerrI,  as 
modified.  The  yeas  and  naVs  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  l  Mr.  Cha¬ 
vez],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey ] ,  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

The  Senators  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender  and  Mr.  Long]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business  attending  the  funeral  of  the 
late  Congressman  George  Long,  of 
Louisiana. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  absent  on  official  business 
attending  the  Interparliamentary  Con¬ 
ference  in  Europe  as  a  representative  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart] 
is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Jenner],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily  ab- 
-sent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senators 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart  and  Mr. 
Jenner],  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith]  would 
each  vote  “yea,” 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  47, 


nays  38, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 47 

Allott 

Ervin 

Kuchel 

Anderson 

Frear 

Malone 

Barrett 

Goidwater 

Mansfield 

Beall 

Hayden 

Martin.  Iowa 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Martin.  Pa. 

Bible 

Hoblitzell 

McClellan 

Bricker 

Holland 

Mundt 

Butler 

Hruska 

Murray 

Byrd 

Ives 

Potter 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Revercomb 

Case,  N.  J. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Curtis 

Kerr 

Saltonstall 

Dworshak 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Scott 

Thurmond 

Williams 

Smathers 

Thye 

Young 

Talmadge 

Watkins 

NAYS— 38 

Aiken 

Green 

Neuberger 

Bush 

Hennings 

Pastore 

Carroll 

Hill 

Payne 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Church 

Javits 

Purtell 

Clark 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Cooper 

Kennedy 

Smith,  Maine 

Cotton 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

Lausche 

Stennis 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Symington 

Flanders 

McNamara 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Morton 

NOT  VOTING— 

-11 

Bridges 

Ellender 

Monroney 

Capehart 

Humphrey 

O'Mahoney 

Chavez 

Jenner 

Smith,  N.  j. 

Dirksen 

Long 

So  the  modified  amendment,  offered  by 
Mr.  Hruska  for  himself  and  Mr.  Kerr, 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment, 
as  modified,  was  agreed  to,  be  recon¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 

I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  to  lay 
on  the  table  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  two  amendments  which  are 
at  the  desk  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendments  be  consid¬ 
ered  together. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Virginia?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  One  of  the 
amendments,  Mr.  President,  deals  with 
section  7.  The  other  amendment  deals 
with  section  9.  The  two  amendments 
together  will  cut  about  $2  billion 
from  the  bill  affecting  the  provision  for 
an  accelerated  program  for  the  inter¬ 
state  highway.  They  are  important 
amendments  with  separate  purposes.  I 
do  not  wish  to  discuss  them  very  long.  | 

The  -  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendments  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Virginia  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  17, 
beginning  with  line  13,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  down  to  and  including  line  21 
on  page  18. 

On  page  19,  beginning  with  line  8, 
strike  out  all  down  to  and  including 
line  17. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By 
unanimous  consent,  the  amendments  are  • 
being  considered  en  bloc.  The  Senator 
from  Virginia  is  recognized  for  30  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
during  the  administration  of  Governor 
Byrd  of  Virginia,  Virginians  adopted 
a  pay-as-you-go  plan  to  finance  the 
State  highways.  I  think  I  can  say  with 
all  due  modesty  that  Virginia  now  has  a 
system  of  highways,  encompassing  45,000 
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miles,  which  compares  favorably  with 
the  highway  system  of  any  other  State 
in  the  Union,  and  we  do  not  owe  1  cent 
of  bonded  indebtedness  on  those  roads. 

Throughout  my  public  career  I  have 
taken  a  great  interest  in  highway  con¬ 
struction  and  good  roads.  A  good  high¬ 
way  program  was  a  major  plank  in  my 
platform  when  I  was  elected  to  the  State 
senate  in  1915. 

I  was  a  sponsor  of  a  resolution  to  cre¬ 
ate  a  State  highway  system.  The  senior 
Senator  from  Virginia  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  Virginia  both  served  on  the 
commission,  to  lay  out  a  highway  sys¬ 
tem  in  Virginia.  We  both  sponsored  a 
resolution  to  adopt  the  report.  We  both 
backed  the  bill  to  create  a  highway  de¬ 
partment.  We  both  fought  a  proposal 
to  burden  the  highway  department  with 
bond  issues.  We  finally  secured,  when 
the  senior  Senator  from  Virginia  was 
governor,  the  enactment  of  legislation 
to  finance  the  highway  program  by  a 
gasoline  tax. 

Based  upon  that  experience  over  the 
years,  the  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
in  1956 — anticipating  that  some  people 
might  be  impatient  with  regard  to  the 
41,000-mile,  superduper,  6-lane  highway 
system,  might  consider  that  it  was  not 
proceeding  fast  enough,  and  might  feel 
that  the  Treasury  should  be  called  upon 
to  issue  bonds,  and  thus  borrow  a  vast 
sum  of  money — offered  an  amendment 
providing  that  the  program  should  be 
adopted  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis,  and 
that  provision  was  written  into  the  law. 

We  now  have  before  us  a  bill  which 
says,  “For  2  years  let  us  borrow  $2  bil¬ 
lion  and  speed  up  the  program.  Let  us 
rush  into  it,  although  we  are  not  pre¬ 
pared.” 

I  will  be  frank  about  it.  Virginia  can¬ 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Some  12  States  have  said  they 
can.  How  many  of  the  48  States  cannot 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  program 
I  do  not  know,  but  Virginia  is  not  the 
poorest  State.  We  have  no  bonded  in¬ 
debtedness.  We  have  not  gone  over¬ 
board  and  committed  pur  revenues  for 
interest  on  bonds.  Hovsjever,  we  cannot 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  program, 
and  I  am  sure  some  other  States  cannot 
do  so. 

I  feel,  Mr.  President,  that  it  would  be 
prudent,  it  would  be  more  efficient,  and 
it  would  be  better  for  the  highway  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  long  run,  to  follow  the  course 
I  have  suggested.  Why  should  we  rush 
to  appropriate  an  extra  $2  billion  for 
the  program  now,  and  then  make  the 
appropriation  that  much  less  2  years 
later?  What  are  we  going  to  accom¬ 
plish  by  that?  In  2  years  all  the  States 
will  be  more  organized  to  push  the  pro¬ 
gram.  The  States  are  not  yet  equipped 
for  it. 

Is  this  type  of  program  going  to  afford 
relief?  Of  course  not.  Not  a  State  could 
let  a  contract  before  next  year. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  have  read  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator.  If 
the  amendments  are  adopted,  will  they 
not  really  cut  out  the  whole  acceleration 
program? 


Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  In  that  event, 
we  might  as  well  pass  no  bill  at  all. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Oh,  the  Senator 
has  not  read  the  bill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  have  read  the 
Senator’s  amendments. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  bill  contains 
all  of  the  regular  highway  aid.  The 
forest  roads  are  covered.  The  park 
roads  are  in  the  bill.  The  bill  now  con¬ 
tains  the  “sugar  plum”  that  our  western 
friends  put  in  it  a  while  ago.  My 
amendments  would  not  touch  any  of 
those  items. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  We  have  for  con¬ 
sideration  all  that  was  in  the  House  bill. 
Does  the  Senator  think  the  House  did 
not  pass  a  highway  bill?  The  House 
passed  a  bill,  but  the  House  did  not  put 
any  of  this  program  in.  The  House  did 
not  put  in  the  super-duper  $2  billion 
program.  The  House  bill  is  in  the 
Senate  now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair) .  Will  the  Senator 
please  suspend.  Let  the  Senate  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  I  yield. 

Mf.  REVERCOMB.  As  I  understand, 
the  Senator’s  two  amendments  are  joined 
and  are  considered  as  one.  Do  the 
amendments  delete  not  only  the  speed¬ 
up  money  for  the  interstate  highways, 
but  also  the  money  for  what  we  call  the 
ABC  roads?  Do  the  amendments  affect 
the  $400  million  for  the  ABC  roads? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  amendments 
do  not  touch  the  $400  million.  That  sum 
is  for  other  highways.  The  amendments 
do  not  touch  the  new  70-30  formula.  The 
amendments  only  seek  to  delete  from 
the  bill  the  accelerated  financing  for  the 
interstate  roads. 

There  is  $800  million  eliminated  from 
section  7,  and  the  allocation  in  section  9 
is  also  eliminated.  The  two  together,  I 
believe  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  will 
agree,  will  total  approximately  $1.8  bil¬ 
lion,  or  about  $900  million  a  year.  The 
committee  report  in  one  place  says  $1.7 
billion,  but  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  stated  he  thought  it  would  be 
about  $1.8  billion  for  2  years,  or  about 
$900  million  a  year. 

So  I  say  that  at  least  $1,800,000,000  is 
what  would  be  eliminated  from  the  bill. 

This  is  a  simple  matter.  It  involves 
a  great  deal  of  money,  but  the  proposal 
is  very  simple.  If  we  wish  to  continue 
with  a  program  at  a  level  which  the 
States  can  meet,  we  should  do  so.  This 
is  not  a  program  to  relieve  automobile 
workers  and  steelworkers  in  the  next 
few  months,  because  it  will  be  next  year 
before  the  program  is  under  contract. 
We  can  vote  for  these  two  amendments 
and  we  shall  be  back  on  the  pay-as-you- 
go  plan,  as  contemplated  in  1956. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  en  bloc  to  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson]. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time,  provided  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  will  do  likewise. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  en  bloc  to  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson].  (Putting 
the  question.)  The  Chair  is  in  doubt, 
and  requests  a  division. 

On  a  division  Mr.  Robertson’s  amend¬ 
ments  were  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  about  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]  for  the 
purpose  of  offering  an  amendment,  and 
then  I  shall  ask  the  Senate  to  remain  in 
session  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  any 
Senators  who  may  desire  to  express  their 
views,  and  who  cannot  be  present  to¬ 
morrow.  Then  I  shall  move  that  the 
Senate  adjourn  until  12  o’clock  noon  to¬ 
morrow.  I  express  the  hope  that  tomor¬ 
row  we  may  consider  the  various  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  proposed,  and 
have  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  final  pas¬ 
sage  some  time  late  tomorrow.  I  want 
all  Senators  to  be  on  notice  as  to  the 
schedule. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Murray]  and  myself,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  24, 
between  lines  9  and  10,  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  13.  Temporary  moratorium  on  matching 
requirements. 

(a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  act  or  any  other  law,  no  State  match¬ 
ing  funds  shall  be  required  with  respect  to — - 

(1)  Not  in  excess  of  $20  million  granted  to 
any  State  under  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916, 
and  acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supple¬ 
mentary  thereto,  for  projects  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  or 

(2)  Not  in  excess  of  $15  million  granted  to 
any  State  under  the  provisions  of  such  acts 
for  projects  on  the  primary  and  secondary 
Federal-aid  systems  and  extensions  of  such 
systems  within  urban  areas. 

for  which  formal  agreements  are  entered 
into  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  within 
1  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
grave  reservations  regarding  S.  3414,  the 
proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1958,  which  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

Considered  as  a  whole,  the  bill  carries 
the  threat  of  contributing  to  a  danger¬ 
ous  runaway  inflation  with  the  Nation 
may  face  next  year  and  in  succeeding 
years. 

In  our  zeal  to  combat  the  current  re¬ 
cession  and  the  unemployment  it  has 
caused,  with  which  we  are  all  so  greatly, 
concerned,  this  Congress,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  is  moving  too  fast  and  too  far. 
We  will  regret  it  in  the  not-too-distant 
future. 

Consider  the  outlook  for  the  coming 
fiscal  year.  We  already  face  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  a  Federal  cash  deficit  of  $5  bil¬ 
lion.  Proposals  have  been  made  for  a 
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tax  cut  which  would  increase  the  deficit 
by  at  least  $5  billion  more.  We  must 
increase  defense  spending  over  the  levels 
of  the  past  year  by  at  least  $1  billion, 
perhaps  more.  Other  proposed  increases 
in  Federal  spending  could  amount  to 
an  additional  $4  or  5  billion.  Before  we 
know  it,  we  may  face  a  deficit  next  year 
of  more  than  $15  billion.  The  inflation¬ 
ary  potential  of  such  an  enormous  Fed¬ 
eral  deficit  is  frightening.  It  is  a  direct 
threat  to  the  security  of  many  millions 
of  Americans — the  beneficiaries  of  pen¬ 
sion  funds,  the  holders  of  life-insurance 
policies,  those  with  savings  accounts  and 
United  States  savings  bonds;  and  all 
others  whose  accumulated  thrift  is  re¬ 
payable  in  dollars. 

This  bill  contains  certain  emergency 
provisions  intended  to  accelerate  high¬ 
way  construction  in  the  current  calendar 
year  and  thus  combat  the  recession  and 
unemployment. 

I  agree  that  in  periods  of  recession  ac¬ 
celerated  spending  on  highways  and 
other  public  works  can  contribute  to  an 
upturn  in  the  economy.  However,  I 
doubt  that  the  emergency  provisions  of 
the  bill  will  create  as  many  jobs  as  its 
sponsors  claim  for  it,  and  that  the  jobs 
will  be  created  in  time  to  have  much 
effect  upon  unemployment  and  business 
conditions  in  the  months  immediately 
ahead — the  critical  period  in  our  anti¬ 
recession  efforts. 

Nevertheless,  I  would  support  certain 
emergency  features  of  the  bill,  together 
with  provisions  to  encourage  State  regu¬ 
lation  of  billboards  on  the  41,000-mile 
Interstate  System,  if  they  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  themselves. 

These  provisions,  however,  are  pre¬ 
sented  in  a  bill  which  goes  far  beyond 
the  present  emergency.  It  proposes  to 
add  about  $1.3  billion  to  an  already  enor¬ 
mous  highway  program  authorized  by 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

In  my  judgment,  it  assigns  a  wrong 
priority  to  Federal  spending  in  the  years 
ahead,  years  in  which  we  face  increasing 
competition  from  the  Soviet  Union  in 
education  as  well  as  in  military  power 
and  science  and  technology. 

I  would  prefer  that  a  higher  priority 
be  given  at  this  time  to  education,  and, 
specifically,  to  school  construction  which 
represents  a  far  more  urgent  national 
need  than  making  bigger  a  highway  pro¬ 
gram  which  already  is  the  largest  public 
works  undertaking  begun  by  any  nation 
in  history.  In  my  judgment,  funds  spent 
on  accelerating  school  construction  pro¬ 
grams  through  the  Nation  would  have 
more  effect  in  creating  jobs  and  would 
serve  a  greater  national  interest  than 
adding  new  Federal  dollars  to  the  high¬ 
way  program. 

In  these  critical  times,  we  should  be 
spending  as  a  Nation — at  all  levels  of 
government — as  much  money  for  the 
character  building  which  education  can 
provide  as  we  spend  for  road  building. 

Mr.  President,  we  should  not  act  has¬ 
tily  on  a  long-range  highway  program 
at  this  time.  The  legislation  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  now  should  be  limited  to  that 
necessary  to  assist  in  the  creation  of 
jobs  which  can  be  made  available  in  the 
months  immediately  ahead.  A  compre¬ 
hensive  highway  bill,  which  should  in¬ 


clude  provisions  for  equitable  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  States  for  toll  and  free  highways 
contributed  to  the  Interstate  System,  can 
be  considered  at  a  later  date.  When  we 
know  whether  a  tax  cut  is  necessary  as 
an  antirecession  measure,  and  when  we 
know  the  volume  of  increased  Federal 
spending  on  other  programs,  we  will  be 
able  to  act  more  intelligently  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  future  of  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  go  on  record  as  opposing 
the  bill  as  reported  from  the  committee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  attention  for  3  or  4 
minutes  of  the  very  able  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

First  I  wish  to  compliment  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  ,  and  the  chairman  of  the  Roads 
Subcommittee,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and  each  member 
of  the  committee  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  for  the  fine,  forward-looking  ex¬ 
panded  highway  program  they  have  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate. 

The  $400  million  proposed  to  speed  up 
the  construction  of  ABC  roads  is  a  most 
commendable  and  proper  step  to  fight 
the  recession  with  a  real  weapon. 

Regardless  of  what  the  economic  situ¬ 
ation  may  be  at  any  given  time,  this  is 
a  needed  program.  Thousands  of  peo¬ 
ple  are  killed  by  our  outmoded  high¬ 
ways. 

The  foresight  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  who  sparked  this  drive  for  a 
vastly  improved  highway  system,  de¬ 
serves  recognition  in  the  four  corners 
of  our  Nation.  His  effort  and  the  efforts 
of  all  members  of  the  committee  to  keep 
the  Interstate  program  on  schedule  and 
to  step  it  up  by  $200  million  is  a  second 
example  of  real  leadership. 

The  committee  has  taken  wise  and 
considerate  action  with  respect  to  roads 
on  our  public  lands.  Park  roads,  forest 
highways,  timber  access  roads,  Indian 
roads,  and  public  land  highways  have  all 
received  well-deserved  increases.  I  do 
not  want  to  make  a  speech  on  timber 
access  roads.  I  do  not  think  this  is  nec¬ 
essary.  The  Senate  has  provided  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  for  1959  as  well  as  for 
1960  and  1961,  and,  in  my  judgment,  it 
shows  that  the  counsel  of  the  Senators 
from  the  Pacific  Northwest  has  been 
heeded.  I  think  that  -the  presence  of 
my  colleagues,  Dick  Neuberger  and 
Frank  Church  on  the  committee  has 
been  helpful  in  assuring  that  our  great 
natural  resources  will  be  protected  and 
developed. 

TIMBER  access  roads 

As  one  Senator  from  the  State  of  Ore¬ 
gon,  I  wish  to  thank  both,  my  colleague 
[Mr.  Neuberger]  and  the  Senator  from 
Idaho  [Mr.  Church]  on  behalf  of  the 
people  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  the 
great  assistance  they  have  rendered  in 
the  fight  this  year  for  appropriations  for 
timber  access  roads.  The  committee  has 
-made  public  hearings  on  timber  access 
roads  permissive  rather  than  mandatory. 

I  wish  to  ask  a  few  questions  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  at  this  point. 


First  I  should  like  to  have  him  know  that 
all  over  the  State  of  Oregon  on  many 
platforms,  since  he  held  his  hearings  last 
fall,  when  he  brought  his  subcommittee 
to  the  State  of  Oregon  and  conducted  his 
investigations  into  our  highway  pro¬ 
grams,  particularly  our  forest  and  timber 
access  roads,  I  have  expressed  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  the  thanks  of  the 
people  of  Oregon  for  his  statesmanship. 
Here  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  tonight  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  do  not  know  of  any¬ 
thing  in  recent  years  that  has  done  more 
to  clarify  thinking  in  the  State  of  Ore¬ 
gon  and  to  impress  upon  the  people  of 
the  State  the  importance  to  sound  tim¬ 
ber  management  of  adequate  forest  and 
timber  access  roads  than  the  hearings 
which  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  con¬ 
ducted  last  fall.  Although  I  have 
thanked  him  privately,  I  now  wish  pub¬ 
licly,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  to  thank 
him  not  only  in  behalf  of  the  people  of 
my  State,  and  the  people  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  but,  in  essence,  for  the  people 
of  the  whole  country,  for  the  work  he  did 
by  the  hearings  he  conducted  last  fall. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  my  able  friend 
for  his  exceedingly  generous  remarks.  It 
was  my  privilege  to  conduct  hearings  in 
the  State  of  Oregon  and  in  other  North¬ 
western  States.  The  result  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  was  the  building  of  a  record  and 
the  acquisition  of  knowledge  upon  which 
the  committee  was  able  to  act  with  bene¬ 
fit  to  the  whole  Nation. 

Mr.  MORSE.  With  the  patience  and 
indulgence  of  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee,  I  should  like  to  ask  him  a  few 
questions. 

Is  it  the  understanding  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  that  the  Forest  Service 
will  hold  appropriate  hearings  on  its 
overall  timber-sale  program,  including 
its  access-road  plans,  and  that,  if  any¬ 
one  requests  a  hearing  on  a  specific  proj  - 
ect,  a  hearing  will  be  held? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  want  the  Senator  to 
know  that  I  am  asking  these  questions 
because  I  believe  it  is  important  that 
we  make  this  legislative  history  tonight. 
There  is  always  the  possibility,  and  in 
a  bill  so  broad  as  this  one  there  is  always 
the  probability  that  subsequently  on  some 
matter  there  may  be  litigation.  I  believe 
that  the  courts  are  deserving  of  the  co¬ 
operation  I  am  seeking  to  extend  to  them 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  tonight  by 
building  this  legislative  record  as  to  the 
congressional  intent. 

Is  it  also  the  understanding  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  that  substantial 
sums  will  be  saved  by  this  revision? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  also  correct  that 
manpower  will  be  released  from  paper 
work  so  that  more  roads  will  be  built  for 
the  taxpayer’s  dollar? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  also  note  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  on  page  21,  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  call  on  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  submit  a  long-range  tim¬ 
ber  access  road  program  and  a  resume 
of  legislative  needs  as  soon  as  possible. 

Will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  say 
that,  in  view  of  the  recession,  it  would 
be  desirable  to  have  that  report  within 
60  days  in  order  that  we  might  proceed 
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on  a  sound  basis  if  the  recession  should 
call  for  more  action? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  will  be  desirable  to 
have  the  report  as  expeditiously  as  pos¬ 
sible.  As  the  able  Senator  from  Oregon 
knows,  the  Northwestern  States  are  suf¬ 
fering  the  highest  rate  of  unemployment 
of  any  States  in  the  Nation. 

I  hope  that  this  fact  alone,  plus  the 
need  for  economic  stimulation  national¬ 
ly,  will  result  in  the  expedition  of  the 
report. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  that  is  a  very 
satisfactory  answer.  In  my  judgment, 
in  view  of  the  recession  which  confronts 
us,  a  period  of  60  days  should  not  be 
considered  unreasonable  or  excessive. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  also  the  view  of 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  make 
immediate  and  full  use  of  the  contract 
authority  he  has  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails? 

Mr.  GORE.  To  the  extent  that  the 
contracts  can  be  put  under  effectual  and 
efficient  expenditure,  yes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  means  to  make  clear  by  his 
discussion  of  the  matter  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  will  be  requested  to 
submit  facts  by  a  certain  date? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  will  direct  the  staff  of 
the  committee  now  to  so  communicate 
with  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  committee  report 
requests  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  use  the  right  of  eminent  domain  when 
it  cannot  get  to  timber  which  needs  im¬ 
mediate  harvesting  in  order  to  prevent 
loss.  Does  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
intend  that  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
shall  be  applied  only  to  farmers  and 
small  landowners,  or  does  he  think  it 
should  be  applied  to  everyone  equally? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  think  that  question 
must  answer  itself.  I  should  like  to 
comment,  however,  that  at  our  hearings 
there  was  some  reluctance  on  the  part 
of  persons  and  companies  who  were  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  contractual  relationships  with 
the  Government  and  beneficiaries  of 
federally  constructed  roads  to  give 
rights-of-way  to  the  Government. 

I  think  eminent  domain  must  be  exer¬ 
cised  if  it  becomes  necessary,  and  that 
it  should  be  no  respecter  of  persons. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  share  my  view  that  when  a 
large  timber  company  does  not  want  to 
let  the  Government  cross  its  land  to 
Government  timber,  the  Government 
then,  in  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  who  are  the  owners  of  the  timber, 
should  move  with  deliberate  speed  to 
make  certain  that-  access  is  obtained 
across  the  holdings  of  such  large  timber 
company? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Government  must 
have  access  to  its  property.  It  should 
not  countenance  any  unreasonable  and 
undue  hindrance. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon  would  be 
the  first  to  recognize,  proclaim,  and  de¬ 
fend  the  principle  that  property  cannot 
be  taken  from  anyone  without  due  proc¬ 
ess.  But  in  the  instance  of  a  beneficiary 
of  access  paid  for  by  the  Government,  I 
think  there  is  a  special  moral  obligation 


to  grant  over  private  property  access  to 
Government  property. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator’s  answer  is 
completely  satisfactory.  I  have  raised 
the  question  because,  over  the  years,  I 
have  received  a  good  many  complaints 
from  people  in  Oregon  that  some  opera¬ 
tors  who  have  large  tracts  of  land,  be¬ 
hind  which  is  located  Government  land, 
are  very  reluctant  to  negotiate  any  right- 
of-way  agreements,  and  use  every  dila¬ 
tory  tactic  they  can  in  order  to  postpone 
the  day  when  the  Government  will  exer¬ 
cise  its  legal  rights.  Of  course,  the  longer 
the  Government  land  can  be  kept  bottled 
up,  the  more  it  is  to  the  advantage  of  the 
private  owners,  in  some  circumstances. 

I  wanted  to  raise  this  point  tonight 
because  of  the  excellent  work  which  has 
been  done  on  the  highway  bill.  I  think 
the  machinery  and  procedures  are  now 
available  to  enable  the  Government  to  go 
ahead  and  do  a  better  job,  scientifically, 
of  farming  the  forests  belonging  to  all 
the  people  of  the  Nation. 

But  there  is  the  problem  sometimes  of 
getting  access  to  the  forests  over  the 
holdings  of  large  and  powerful  compa¬ 
nies,  and  I  wanted  the  record  to  show 
that  it  is  recognized  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  the  Government  does 
have,  as  the  Senator  has  just  put  it,  the 
moral  obligation  to  make  certain  that 
Government  interests  are  protected  by 
eminent  domain,  if  necessary,  against 
the  big  fellows  as  well  as  against  the 
little  fellows. 

*"  Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Government  shows 
a  determination  to  exercise  the  power 
and  right  of  eminent  domain,  it  may  not 
be  necessary  to  use  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Usually  when  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  makes  it  clear  that  it  intends  to 
do  so,  it  can  negotiate  a  right-of-way  in 
most  instances. 

Does  not  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
feel  that  when  the  Government  wants  to 
put  an  access  road  across  a  farm  or  a 
ranch  of  40  or  160  acres,  it  should  be 
very  considerate  because  of  the  effect 
the  road  might  have  on  the  small  owner? 
Therefore,  would  the  Senator  say  that 
where  a  large  timber  company  is  in¬ 
volved,  a  Government  timber  access  road 
could  not  b^»said  to  depreciate  or  hurt 
the  property,  such  as  in  the  case  of  a 
small  operator,  but  that  in  the  case  of  a 
large  holding,  very  often  it  would  en¬ 
hance  the  value  of  the  large  holding? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  question  is  a  little 
difficult  to  answer.  I  am  sure  that  in 
the  vast  expanse  of  territory,  under 
various  circumstances,  there  would  be 
instances  in  which  both  the  small  and 
the  large  holdings  might  be  helped  by 
Government  right-of-way  construction. 
Generally  speaking,  the  Government 
should  exercise  the  greatest  prudence 
and  caution  in  the  use  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
made  that  statement.  I  share  his  view. 
I  want  the  Record  to  be  very  clear  con¬ 
cerning  the  position  of  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  in  the  matter.  I  think 
that  when  the  Government  is  dealing 
with  small  pieces  of  property,  it  should 
certainly  exercise  the  right  of  eminent 
domain;  but  every  effort  should  be  made 


to  locate  the  road  so  that  it  will  do  a 
minimum  of  damage,  so  far  as  devaluat¬ 
ing  the  land  of  the  small  operator  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

In  the  case  of  a  large  holder,  I  think, 
likewise,  that  the  Government  has  a 
moral  duty  to  locate  the  road  so  that 
it  will  do  the  least  amount  of  damage  to 
the  operator,  as  well. 

We  should  seek,  however,  under  the 
policies  which  are  established  by  the 
bill,  to  place  the  roads  in  positions  where 
they  will  best  serve  the  economic  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  taxpayers  as  a  whole,  and 
will,  at  the  same  time,  do  the  least 
amount  of  damage,  commensurate  with 
the  public  good,  to  the  property  of  the 
landowners. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  agree  thoroughly  with 
the  view  of  the  Senator  that  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  governmental  rights  in  this  re¬ 
gard,  as  in  others,  not  only  must  the 
Government  proceed  with  a  determina¬ 
tion  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  itself,  but  must  also  deal  justly 
with  its  citizens. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  close  my  questioning 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  and  also 
my  comments  with  this  observation: 
Once  again  I  commend  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  for  the  great  work 
he  has  done  on  the  bill.  It  was  not  so 
long  ago — a  year  or  so  ago — that  I  stood 
in  the  Senate  and  commended  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  for  another  great 
job  of  legislation  which  he  did  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  first  Gore  bill.  I  think 
he  has  duplicated  his  efforts  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  bill  now  before  the  Senate 
and  has  made  a  record  that  will  redound 
to  his  great  credit. 

Furthermore,  I  think  he  has  been  very 
fair  and  very  wise  in  his  acceptance  of 
various  amendments  offered  from  time 
to  time  with  respect  to  forest  roads, 
amendments  which  have  served  to 
strengthen  the  bill.  The  amendments 
also  have  served  to  organize  great  sup¬ 
port  behind  the  bill. 

I  compliment  the  Senator  also  because 
the  bill  is  a  partial  recession-cure  bill.  I 
do  not  know  of  any  piece  of  proposed 
legislation  considered  by  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  which  will  make  itself 
felt  more  quickly  as  a  recession  check 
than  will  the  road  bill.  I  think,  if  for  no 
other  reason,  the  bill  is  worthy  of  the 
overwhelming  support  of  the  Senate. 

I  sincerely  hope,  and  I  now  make  a  plea 
to  the  President,  that  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  will  make  certain  that  he,  too,  will 
give  support  to  the  bill  and  will  accept  it 
as  a  measure  which  Congress  thinks  the 
emergency  calls  for  by  way  of  the  ac¬ 
celerating  provisions  it  contains. 

I  think  this  is  an  opportunity  for  the 
administration  to  demonstrate  to  the 
people  of  the  Nation  that  the  leaders  of 
both  parties  can  transcend  partisanship 
when  a  question  of  an  emergency  con¬ 
fronts  the  national  welfare.  When  peo¬ 
ple  are  hungry,  out  of  work,  and  dis¬ 
turbed  legislation  of  this  type  is  needed. 
I  am  appreciative  that  the  Senate  has 
such  leadership  as  that  given  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  in  connection  with 
a  bill  such  as  this.  I  join  in  the  hope  that 
the  bill  will  receive  expeditious  consid¬ 
eration. 
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ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
)ON  TOMORROW 

Mr.  JOHJ$SON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
when  the  Senate  concludes  its  business 
today  it  stand  iri\  adjournment  until  12 
o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  . .OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  qrdered. 

UNFAIR  PRACTICES  IN\THE  MEAT¬ 
PACKING  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Senate  has  re¬ 
ferred  S.  1356  to  the  Committees  on 
Agriculture  and  Judiciary,  with  instruc¬ 
tions  that  the  bill  be  reported  backVith 
recommendations  no  later  than  Monody, 
April  21,  1958.  I  understand  that  Sei 
ator  O’Mahoney  and  Senator  Watkins> 
the  sponsors  of  this  bill  which  was  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
consented  to  this  agreement  in  fairness 
to  Members  of  the  Senate  who  were  not 
present  but  who  wished  to  be  heard  on 
this  bill,  and  also  for  the  reason  that 
the  original  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 
of  1921  was  reported  out  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  feel  confident  that  when  the  members 
of  these  two  committees  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  consider  this  measure  in 
greater  detail,  the  members  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  will  be  satisfied  that 
S.  1356  with  the  Young-Carroll  amend¬ 
ment  will  restore  effective  antitrust  en¬ 
forcement  to  the  meatpacking  industry, 
and  will  not  diminish 'but  will  broaden 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  over  those  transactions 
which  it  is  best  equipped  to  regulate. 

I  point  out  to  the  members  of  the  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry  Committee  that 
the  bill  initially  reported  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee, 
and  which  evenually  was  enacted  into 
law  as  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act 
of  1921,  entrusted  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  and  not  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  with  responsibility  for  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  act.  In  subsequent 
action  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  in 
conference,  the  lobbyists  for  the  large 
meatpackers  were  successful  in  obtaii 
ing  provisions  in  the  bill  which  trans¬ 
ferred  jurisdiction  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  act  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  In  1921  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  was  willing  to  permit  the /Federal 
Trade  Commission  to  have  /complete 
jurisdiction  over  all  matters  embraced  in 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  This 
included  transactions  coyered  by  title 
III  of  the  act  relating  to  purchase  and 
sale  of  livestock  at  stqeficyards.  S.  1356 
with  the  Young-Carrofl  amendment  does 
not  propose  to  clotlje  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  with/ anything  like  this 
broad  authority.  /It  would  simply  charge 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  fpr  proceeding  against  the 
unfair  trade'  practices  of  meatpackers 
in  their  various  meixhandising  activi¬ 
ties.  Themill  would  leave  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  pi  Agriculture  jurisdiction  over 
the  multifarious  activities  relating  to 
transactions  in  livestock.  Moreover,  as 
notpfl,  the  Young-Carroll  amendment 


would  broaden  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  jurisdiction. 

Objection  has  been  made  to  S.  1356 
by  various  farm  organizations  on  the 
ground  that  the  interest  of  the  grower 
is  not  understood  by  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission.  They  argue  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commission  is  consumer 
oriented  and  that  only  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  can  deal  properly  with 
the  problems  of  the  farmer.  In  just  this 
manner  the  meat  packers  who  opposed 
this  bill  have  deliberately  obscured  the 
issues  and  have  attempted  to  mislead  the 
various  farm  groups  concerning  the 
meaning  and  the  effect  of  this  bill.  The 
bill  introduced  by  Senators  O’Mahoney 
and  Watkins,  and  as  modified  by  the 
Young-Carroll  amendment  which  has 
been  accepted  by  the  sponsors,  now  di¬ 
vides  jurisdiction  between  Agriculture 
_  and  FTC  in  a  way  which  should  meet 
ttie  objections  of  all  farm  groups  to  this 
bill.  The  Department  of  Agriculture 
ha\  demonstrated  its  awareness  of  the 
problems  of  the  farmer  and  the  rancher 
in  getting  their  products  to  the  markel 
place.  /Recognizing  the  competence 
the  Dep^tment  of  Agriculture  in  ferns 
area,  the\  Young-Carroll  amendrnent 
makes  cleaiNdhat  all  transactions  m  the 
live  animal  will  remain  under  th/super¬ 
vision  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
This  amendmenbyspecifically  charges  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  -.with  all  re¬ 
sponsibility  over  livestock  transactions 
at  country  buying  points  and  at  auction 
yards.  Furthermore,  l^broadens  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
under  title  III  of  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act  by  extending  hrg  jurisdiction 
to  all  stockyards,  /rrespectivemf  size.  On 
the  other  hand,  lifter  the  live  animal  has 
been  slaughtered  and  enters  \n  to  the 
various  forms  in  which  it  moves  into  the 
market  plci.ee  for  sale  to  the  consumer, 
the  responsibility  for  preventings  re¬ 
strictive/  and  abusive  trade  practises 
would  ,be  upon  the  Federal  Trade  Co: 
mission.  For  over  40  years  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  has  proved  that  it  is 
specially  qualified  to  protect  the  public 
iterest  at  the  wholesaling  and  retail- 
zing  level.  The  problems  faced  in  the 
wholesaling  and  retailing  of  meat  and 
meat  food  products  are  no  different  than 
those  which  exist  in  the  vast  variety  of 
commodities  over  which  the  Commission 
is  now  effectively  exercising  supervision. 

Senator  O’Mahoney  and  Senator 
Watkins  have  already  pointed  out  that 
the  record  of  the  hearings  on  this  bill 
conclusively  demonstrates  the  failure  of 
the  Agriculture  Department  in  regulat¬ 
ing  merchandising  activities  of  the  meat- 
packers.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  neither  the  experience,  the  per¬ 
sonnel,  or  the  know-how  to  cope  with 
the  problems  of  discriminatory  pricing, 
false  and  misleading  advertising,  market 
sharing,  mergers  and  acquisitions,  and 
other  monopolistic  practices. 

In  the  enforcement  of  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission,  the  Clayton  and 
Robinson-Patman  Acts,  the  Commission 
has  developed  a  well-defined  method  of 
proceeding,  and  from  the  complaints 
filed  over  the  years  has  evolved  a  com¬ 
prehensive  body  of  meaningful  law. 


All  persons  subject  to  the  provisions/6f 
these  laws  have  ample  precedent  to/de- 
termine  what  their  rights  are  in  specific 
cases.  On  the  other  hand,  the/unfair 
trade-practice  provisions  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act  are  in  very  broad, 
vague,  and  uncertain  langq/ge.  Since 
Agriculture  has  not  seen  fit  to  enforce 
this  act,  there  are  no  litigated  cases 
which  afford  parties  apy  aid  in  deter¬ 
mining  the  meaning  / 6f  the  provisions 
of  title  II  of  the  Backers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act.  Persoi)^  subject  to  the  act 
have  no  reliable  /tiefinitio'n  of  what  is 
prohibited  and  what  is  permitted.  They 
have  no  way  .to  ascertain  their  rights. 
Nor  has  the  enforcing  agency  any  well- 
defined  standards  to  aid  it  in  institut¬ 
ing  proceedings  under  the  act. 

The  c/iicial  issue  in  this  bill  is  who 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  police  the 
merchandising  activities  of  meatpack¬ 
ers./ S.  1356  places  this  responsibility 
sq/arely  upon  the  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission  and  leaves  not  the  slightest 
ioubt  as  to  the  agency  who  shall  enforce, 
the  statutes  which  shall  apply,  the 
meaning  of  such  statutes,  and  the  per¬ 
sons  and  companies  subject  to  such 
statutes.  The  amendment  sponsored  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dirksen]  adopts  the  position  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  American  Meat  Institute, 
the  lobbyist  for  the  big  meatpackers. 
While  this  amendment  concedes  certain 
obvious  weaknesses  in  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Act,  and  thereby  acknowl¬ 
edges  the  failure  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  over  the  years  to  enforce 
the  act  against  meatpackers,  this 
amendment  perpetuates  the  basic  mis¬ 
take  of  permitting  meatpackers  to  take 
refuge  under  the  protective  umbrella 
of  Department  of  Agriculture  non¬ 
enforcement. 

The  history  of  the  regulated  indus¬ 
tries  has  shown  that  the  industry  being 
regulated  has  frequently  taken  over  or 
dominated  the  regulating  agencies. 
There  are  many  reasons  why  these 
agencies  have  not  been  able  to  maintain 
[;heir  independence.  In  the  case  of  the 
epartment  of  Agriculture,  it  is  par¬ 
ticularly  difficult  if  not  impossible  to 
achieve  independence  in  regulating 
meatpackers  because  other  operational 
functions  of  the  Department  are  depend¬ 
ent  uponxthe  cooperation  and  assistance 
of  meatpackers.  For  example,  the  De¬ 
partment  isVependent  upon  accurate  in¬ 
formation  fnsjn  meatpackers  which  is 
incorporated  iiV  the  market  news  service 
furnished  dailyNby  the  Department  to 
farmers  and  ranajiers.  In  the  animal 
disease  eradication\nrogram  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  the  experience  developed  in 
packer  laboratories  isv  often  correlated 
with  departmental  woi\  in  ascertaining 
the  existence  and  exten\of  contagious 
diseases  of  livestock. 

A  prosecuting  function,  m&re  than  any 
other,  requires  complete  independence. 
The  dilemma  confronting  theVDepart- 
ment  of  Agriculture  is  obvious.  Non  the 
one  hand  it  must  determine  whether  it 
shall  publicly  attack  certain  practices  of 
the  meatpackers,  while  at  the  same  Npe 
it  is  earnestly  imploring  these  sar 
packers  to  furnish  assistance  for  othel 
departmental  programs. 
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1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11574,  'tlie  independent  offices 
appropriations  bill  for  /959  (pp.  4989-95).  Rejected,  49  to  85,  an  amendment 
by  Rep.  Ostertagto  increase  the  GSA  general  supply  fund  by  $15  million 
(pp.  4989-90) ,  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Porter  to  earmark  $40  million  of 
the  National  Scienc/  Foundation  appropriation  for  basic  research  in  colleges 
(pp.  4994-5). 

Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  11645,  the  Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  Departments  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (pp.  4995-5019) .  'The  bill  was 
amended  by  deleting  three  sections  on  which  points  of  order  were  sustained,  in¬ 
cluding  a  proposed  requirement  that  the  U.  S.  be  reimbursed  for  expenses  under 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  (pp.  5018-19) .  Rep.  Sullivan  recommended  a 
larger  amount  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (pp.  5004-7) .  Rep.  Laird 
criticised  the  Budget  Bureau  and  certain  budgetary  actions  (pp.  5008-9) . 

Marshall  criticized  the  reduction  in  Labor  apprenticeship  and  training  programs, 
especially  as  "The  present  policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  seems  to  bf 

to/improve  the  per  capita  income  position  of  farmers  by  encouraging  them  to  takt 
[vantage  of  non-farm  income,"  and  trained  workers  are  preferred  (p.  5016), 


reed  to  allow  the  Appropriations  Committee  until  midnight  Fri.,  Mar,  28,y 
to  rejtart  the  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  p.  4988 

Agreed  to  allow  the  Appropriations  Committee  until  midnight  Fri.,  Mar. 
to  report  a  joint  resolution  providing  for  advance  procurement  of  supplied  and 
equipment  by  Government  agencies,  to  accelerate  Federal  expenditure  programs, 
p.  4995 


2.  CORN.  AdoptedNthe  conference  report,  as  agreed  to  by  the  Senate,  on  It.  R. 

10843,  to  permit  soil  bank  payments  to  certain  corn  producers  in  the  commercial 
area  who  exceeded  their  corn  acreage  allotments.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President.  p\  4989 


3.  WEATHER  CONTROL.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee'  ordered  reported 
with  amendment  S.  86\to  authorize  research  in  cloud  modification,  p.  D269 


4.  EASTER  RECESS.  Both  Houses  adopted  without  amendment  H.  Coh.  Res.  303,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  adjournment  of  both  Houses  from  April  3  to  April  14.  pp.  4988, 
4934 


5.  ROADS.  Passed,  84  to  4,  with  amendments  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authorization  bi  , 
after  substituting  the  language  of  similar  bill  S.  3414,  as  amended,  S.  3414 
was  indefinitely  postponed,  pp.  4935,  4939-41,  4949-72 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Mansfield  which  would  have  authorized  the 
waiving  of  all  matching  requirements  for  Federal  funds  allocated  under  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  for  a  period  of  1  year,  with  a  $15  million  maximum  on  priJ 
mary  and  secondary  systems,  a  $20  million  maximum  on  the  InterstAbh  System 
(pp.  4939-41) ;  and  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Case  to  strike  out  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  providing  for  a  70-30  matching  formula  (for  the  extra  $4000  million 
for  primary  and  secondary  roads)  in  States  with  large  areas  of  public  lands 
(pp.  4965-68) . 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Case  to  require  a  certification  by  the  States 
upon  submission  of  plans  for  Interstate  System  projects  that  public  hearings 
have  been  held  in  rural  areas  to  enable  persons  whose  property  will  be  affected 
by  the  highways  to  express  any  objections  to  the  proposed  location  of  the  high¬ 
way.  pp.  4941-50 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  the  bill.  p.  4971 


6.  EMERGENCY  FEED;  BR00MC0RN.  Sen.  Kerr  inserted  resolutions  from  the  agriculture 
committee  of  the  Okla.  State  Legislative  Council  objecting  to  this  Department 
rechecking  all  applicants /approved  for  emergency  feed  relief  during  1956  and 
1957  for  the  purpose  of  redetermining  eligibility  of  the  applicants,  and  favor¬ 
ing  an  increase  in  tariff  on  the  importation  of  broomcd^n.  p.  4920 


7.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen. /Humphrey  inserted  a  letter  and  article  urging  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  sign  the  resolution  to  freeze  acreage  allotments  and  price  supports, 
and  an  article  stating  that  this  Department  is  preparing  "to>  make  heavier  than 
normal  purchase  Of  dairy  products  between  now  and  April  1,  when  new  and  lower 
price  supports  &o  into  effect,"  pp.  4944-45  \ 

Sens.  Thye^and  Proxmire  inserted  telegrams  received  opposing'^  reduction 
in  the  price/^upports  for  dairy  products,  and  urging  that  the  President  sign 
the  resolution  which  would  freeze  such  price  supports,  pp.  4929,\-932 


8.  AT0MCEC  ENERGY.  Sen.  Anderson  inserted  the  speech  of  Rep.  Durham,  chairman  of 
the  Jty Atomic  Energy  Committee,  "Current  Problems  in  the  Atomic  Powe\ Develop¬ 
ment,'/  including  a  discussion  of  the  civilian  atomic-power  program,  pi 
4925, 
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Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 


AN  ACT 


To 
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amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing' 
the  construction  of  highways. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

FEDERAL  AID  HIG-IIWAAS 

Seoeio-n  Ft  -faf  -fFf  A  fthorization  oe  Aperoeria 


eio-ne. — For  the  purpose  of 
the  Federal  Aid  Read  Aet 


/  viit  t  he 
U  It  t  tt  1  v 


July  FFt  F9F6  -f m 


n 

i 


fdatr  3-55) ,  end  all  Acts 


thereof  and 


8  montary  thereto7  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro- 

9  priated  the  sum  of  $90O,OO0AJJ  for  the  hseal  year  ending 
10  June  3A  FJGQ-j  and  the  sum  of  $925,OOAOJO  for  the  hseal 
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yea*  ending  June  JOj  -196G  The  sums  herein  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shah  he  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows-: 

-(A)-  4b  per  centum  for  projeets  on  the  Federal- aid 
primary  highway  systemi 

-(44)-  dO  per  centum  for  projeets  out  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system; 

-(G)-  3§  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areasr 

-(h)-  Apportionments: — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
section  shah  he  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  m  section  -4  of  the  F cdcral  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1914,  approved  -December  30  4-944  -(00  Stat-  808) 
-(b)-  A-vaila-bimty  bob  Expenditure: — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shah  he  available 
for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  arc  authorize d7  and  any 
amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
such  period  shah  lapse-:  Provided;  -That  such  funds  shah  he 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 
is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Gom- 
mercc  for  construction,  reconstruction?  or  improvement  of 
specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and  prior  Acts: 
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Provided  further1,-  -That  m  the  ease  of  those  sums  heretofore, 
herein,-  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects 
on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system-,  the  Sccretaiy 
ef  Commerce  may-,-  upon  the  request  of  any  State?  discharge 
his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans-?  specifications,  esti¬ 
mates?  surveys,  contract  awards?  design,  inspection,  and  con¬ 
struction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving 
and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  highway 
department  setting  forth  that  the  plans?  design,  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  cate¬ 
gory  approved  by  linn:  -Provided  further,  That  such  ap¬ 
proval  shah  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  proce- 

rln  -y»r\ n  p  i»/~\  i  n  o  1  O  11  f*  A  Axn  ill  (1  >  e>  AVtir>pf'l^TOe  m 

trttTUD  ttTu  111  ttvvUT Utllll  e'  VV  I  t  il  ttlt/  U  UJ  he  il  v  eu  oUt  1 U1  1  11  11 1  uUe 

tion  4-  -(b)-  of  the  Federal— bid  Highway  Act  of  1950 : 
And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  fore¬ 
going  provisos  shah  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its 
obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  maintenance,- 
nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary-  system  or  the 
location  of  projects  thereon,-  to  mate  a  dual  inspection  after 
construction  of  each  project?  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  -the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction  of 
each  project-.-  Any  Federal-aid  primary?  secondary?  or  urban 
funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  dual  voucher  or  by 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


4 


el  tfee  formal  project  agreement  shah  fee  credited 
te  tfee  same  class  ef  funds7  primary,  secondary,  er  urfeanj 
previously  apportioned  te  tfee  State  and  fee  immediately 
available  for  expenditure.- 

FOREST  niCII-WAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

AND  TRAILS 

SeOt  -faf  -Authorization  oe  Appropriations — 
For  tfee  purpose  el  carrying  out  tfee  provisions  el  section  2d 
el  tfee  Federal  Highway  Aet  el  44)2-1  -(42  Statv  218) ,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  te 
fee  appropriated  -f4f  for  forest  highways  tfee  sum  el  $39— 
OOOjOOO  for  tfee  fiseal  year  ending  June  34fe  1960y  and  a 
like  sum  for  tfee  fiseal  year  ending  June  ffefe  1961;  and 
-f2)-  for  forest  development  reads  and  trails  tfee  snm  el 
$28y500JX)9  for  tfee  fiseal  year  ending  June  fetfe  1960,  and 
a  like  snm  for  tfee  fiseal  year  ending  June  34fe  -1961 : 
Provided,  -That  with  respect  te  any  proposed  construction 
er  reconstruction  el  a  timber  access  read7  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  fee  held  at  a  place  convenient  er  adjacent  te 
tfee  area  el  construction  er  reconstruction  with  notice  and 
reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  te  present  their 
views  as  te  tfee  practicability  and  feasibility  el  such  con¬ 
struction  er  reconstruction :  Provided  further,  That  hereafter 
funds  available  for  forest  highways  and  forest  development 
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roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  tor  adjacent  vehicular 
parking  areas  and  ter  sanitary,  water-,  and  fire  control 
facilities :  And  -provided,  -further,  Phot  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  ter  forest  highways  shah  he  apportioned 


Ktt  f  h  a 

T7T  tllvJ 


y  of  Commerce  for 
States,  Alaska,-  and  Puerto  Pieo  in 
provisions  of  section  3  of  the 
of  49fi0r 


in  the  several 
with  the 
Aot 


ROADS  MS  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  AN-B  SO  FORTS 

SeOt  hr  -(ft)-  AmYIONAL  PARKS,  AN©  SO  PORTSr - Per 

the  construction?  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads 
and  trails,-  inclusive  of  neeessary  bridges?  in  national  parks? 
monuments?  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service?  including  areas  authorized  to  he  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park-  and  monu¬ 
ment  approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Aet  of  January  34-? 
44434-  -(46  Stat.  1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal- 
year  ending  June  30?  -1-960,-  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 

year  ending  June  30?  1961r 

* 

-(bf  Parkways: — Per  the  construction,  reconstruction? 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  m  the  United  States? 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 


]  $46t600t060  ler  the  kseal  year  ending  June  J67  -1-900,  and 

2  a  Uhe  sum  fey  the  kseal  year  ending  Jane  J67  1961-7 

3  -(a)-  Indian  Reservations  an©  Lands. — For  the 

4  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  ©I  Indian  rescr- 

5  vation  roads  and  bridges  and  reads  and  bridges  to  provide 
q  access  te  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  ander  tbe 
7  provisions  el  Ike  Aet  approved  May  667  1928  -(4k  Statr 
3  -750) ,  tkere  is  hereby  authorized  te  be  appropriated  the  sum 
9  el  $1^000>000  ler  the  kseal  year  ending  June  667  I960;  and 

20  ft  like  snm  ler  the  kseal  year  ending  June  667  1961 ;  P-re- 

21  vicled,  Fhat  the  location;  type  and  design  el  all  reads  and 

12  bridges  eenstrueted  skak  ke  approved  by  the  Secretary  el 

13  Commerce  kelere  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and 

14  ak  seek  construction  ska-11  ke  under  the  general  supervision 

15  el  the  Secretary  el  Commerce-: 

16  DUB-MO  BANDS  HIGHWAYS 

17  S©6r  4t  Ler  the  purpose  el  carrying  out  the  provisions 

18  el  section  46  el  the  -Federal-Aid  -Highway  Aet  el  -1-950 

19  -(64  Stak  -785) ,  tkere  is  hereby  authorized  te  ke  appre- 

20  -priated  ler  the  survey,  construction-,  reconstruction,  and 

21  maintenance  el  main  reads  through  unappropriated  er  anre- 

22  served  public  lands7  nentaxablo  Indian  lands,  er  ether  Fed- 

23  eral  reservations  the  sum  el  $-2,000,000  ler  the  kseal  year 

24  ending  June  667  46667  ft©d  a  like  sum  ler  the  kseal  year 

25  ending  June  667  4661: 
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SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS-;  AND 


SO  FORTn 

SfOt  Or  A ny  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  high-- 
ways,  forest  devefopment  reads  and  trails?  park  reads  and 
trade;  parkways?  budian  reads?  artd  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  available  for  contract  epee  apportionment?  er  a  date 
net  earlier  tbae  eee  year  preceding  tbe  beginning  el  tbe 
fiscal  year  for  wbieb  authorized  il  ne  apportionment  is  re¬ 
paired-:  Provided-, ■  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended 
twe  years  after  tbe  elese  el  tbe  dseal  year  for  wbieb  author¬ 
ized  sbad  lapse;  Tbe  Secretary  el  tbe  department  charged 
with  tbe  administration  el  sneb  lands  is  hereby  granted  au¬ 
thority  to  incur  obligations?  approve  projects?  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  sued  authorisations?  and  bis  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  tbe  -Federal 
Government  for  tbe  payment  of  tbe  cost  thereof?  and  sueb 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  -when  so  obli¬ 
gated;  Any  funds  heretofore?  herein?  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways?  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails?  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shah  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  e<pud  to  tbe  total  of  tbe  sums  author¬ 
ized  for  sueb  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and 
including  tbe  fiscal  year  ending  June  30?  19bb,  shah  have 
been  obligated;  Any  of  sueb  funds  released  by  payment  of 
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final  voucher  or 

1  w  >  oyorl  i  f  /wl  f/y  fly  o 


e  for  expenditure. 


OE  TFHE  AET  TO  MWlti-  ACTS;  EFFECTIVE 


DATE 


BeEt  Ah 


its  el  -the  Federal  Aid  -Road  Act 


approved  July  44y  -ttM-th  together  with  ah  Acts 
thereof  or  supplementary  thereto-,-  net  inconsistent  with  this 
Aety  shall  remain  in  fnh  force  and  effeet  and  he  apphcable 
hereto-.-  Ah  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  This 


Act  shah  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

S-FEORT  -TITLE 

Bee—  Ft  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  ‘'Federal  Highway 
Aetof  4dbBA 

SEC.  1.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For 


the,  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Road,  Act  approved  Jidy  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $900,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  I960;  and  the  sum 
of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 
The  sums  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 
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(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  F ederal- 
aid  primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  highway  system. 

(C )  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and 
any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to 
the  State  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improve¬ 
ments  of  specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  Act  and 
prior  Acts:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums 
heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for 
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projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State, 
discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspec¬ 
tion,  and  construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by 
his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the 
State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 
design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
the  standards  and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him:  Provided  further, 
That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards 
and  procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set 
forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the 
foregoing  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State 
of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  mainte¬ 
nance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obli¬ 
gation  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system 
or  the  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection 
after  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction 
of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or 
urban  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher 
or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be 
credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or 
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urban ,  previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immedi¬ 
ately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Additional  Authorization  of  Ap¬ 
propriation  of  Federal-Aid  Primary ,  Secondary, 
and  Urban  Funds. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  $400,000,- 
000  in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  for  such 
fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  apportioned: 
(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  F ederal-aid  primary 
highway  system,  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  (C)  25  per  centum 
for  projects  on  extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas 
among  the  several  States  immediately  upon  enactment  of 
this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  arid  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  The  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  pur¬ 
suant  to  contracts  awarded  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  which  shall  provide  for 
completion  of  construction  prior  to  December  1,  1959,  sub- 
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ject  to  delays  caused  by  circumstances  and  conditions  beyond 
the  control  of,  and  without  the  fault  of  any  contractor  on  such 
contracts,  and  delays  created  by  acts  of  God.  Any  amounts 
apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of  this  section  re¬ 
maining  unexpended  as  above  provided  on  December  1, 1958, 
shall  lapse. 

(c)  The  sums  apportioned  under  this  section  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  for  projects  on  the  primary  or 
secondary  Federal-aid  systems,  including  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas,  without  limitation  as  to  the 
percentage  to  be  utilized  on  any  system. 

(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  proj¬ 
ect  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  increased  to  70  per  centum  of  the 
total  cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the 
total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 
30  per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the 
area  of  such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided, 
That  such  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in  any  State 
shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  of  such 
project . 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriation  for  In¬ 
creasing  Federal  Share. — For  the  purpose  of  assisting 
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1  any  State  in  meeting  the  requirements  for  State  funds  to 

2  match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provi- 

3  sions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

4  priated  the  sum  of  $ 115,000,000 ,  which  sum  may  be  used 

5  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any  State 

6  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 

7  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the 

8  provisions  of  this  section :  Provided,  That  the  amount  of  such 

9  increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of 

10  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 

11  (f)  Reimbursement. — The  total  amount  of  such  in- 

12  creases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are  made  pursuant  to  sub- 

13  section  (e)  above,  shall  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Govem- 

14  ment  by  making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts 
expended  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 

—  .  i 

16  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and  exten- 

17  sions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas  in  two  equal  amounts 

18  from  the  amounts  available  to  such  State  for  expenditure  on 

19  such  highways  under  any  apportionment  of  funds  authorized 

20  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 

21  June  30, 1961  and  June  30, 1962. 

22  (9)  Contract  Authority. — Approval  by  the  Secre- 

23  tary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on  account  of  which  the 

24  Federal  share  is  increased  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
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1  tion  shall  he  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 

2  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in  the  Federal 

3  share,  and  such  funds  shall  he  deemed  to  have  been  expended 

4  when  so  obligated. 

5  (h)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Con- 

6  gress  that  the  sum  authorized,  under  this  section  shall  be 

7  supplementary  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  hereto- 

8  fore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal- 

9  aid  primary  or  secondary  systems,  including  extensions  of 

10  these  systems  within  urban  areas,  and  is  7nade  available  for 

11  the  purpose  of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of  highway 

12  construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 

13  with  funds  otherwise  authorized. 

H  SEC.  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 

15  ROADS  AND  TRAILS. 

16  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 

17  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended 

19  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
29  priated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  additional  sum  of 

21  $ 10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and 

22  the  sum  of  $36,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
28  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest 
21  development  roads  and  trails  the  additional  sum  of  $13,000,- 

or: 

000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum 
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of  $ 34,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1960,  and  June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That,  with  respect  to 
any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber 
access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a  place 
convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested 
persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability  and 
feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction:  Provided 
further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  highways 
and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  avail¬ 
able  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 
water,  and  fire  control  facilities:  Provided  further,  That  the 
same  percentage  of  the  amounts  authorized  under  this  sub¬ 
section  for  forest  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1959,  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be 
apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or  Puerto 
Pico  as  was  apportioned:  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 
Alaska,  or  Puerto  Pico  from  funds  authorized  under  this 
subsection  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958:  And  provided  further,  That  any  State  may  trans¬ 
fer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 
amounts  apportioned  to  such  State  under  section  1  hereof  to 
augment  any  apportionment  made  to  such  State  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of  forest  highways 
pursuant  to  this  section;  and  when  so  transferred  such  sums 
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may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  as  funds  authorized  by 
this  section  for  such  purposes. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce ,  in  cooperation  with 
the  appropriate  officers  of  each  State  containing  a  national 
forest,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico,  and  the  Territory 
of  Alaska,  shall  make  a  study  to  determine — 

(1)  the  forest  roads  of  primary  importance  to  a 
State,  county,  or  community  which  are  within,  adjoin¬ 
ing,  or  adjacent  to  a  national  forest  and  have  not  been 
designated  as  forest  highways; 

(2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  construc¬ 
tion  of  all  forest  highways ; 

(3)  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  and.  for  each  of  the  nine  suc¬ 
ceeding  fiscal  years  to  survey,  construct,  reconstruct, 
and  maintain  (A)  forest  highways,  and  ( B )  roads 
described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  such 
roads  were  forest  highways;  and, 

(4)  the  method  by  which  the  amounts  determined 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  should  be 
apportioned  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Pico. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the  results  of  such 
study  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 
January  1,  1960. 
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1  SEC.  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

2  (a)  National  Parks,  etc. — For  the  construction, 

3  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 

4  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other 

5  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including 

6  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 

7  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 

8  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 

9  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 

10  priated  the  sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

11  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

12  June  30,  1961. 

13  (b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

14  and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con- 
1^  gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 

there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
1^  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961. 

(c)  Indian  Beservations  and  Lands. — For  the 
^  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  Indian 
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reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  pro¬ 
vide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  ( 45  Stat. 
750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1960, 
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and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961: 
Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and 
all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

SEC.  5.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS. 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
10  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  ( 64  Stat.  785), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey, 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads 
through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  and  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961. 

SEC.  6.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS, 
ETC. 

Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways,  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  park¬ 
ways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be 
available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date  not 
earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required: 
Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


19 


years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged  with 
the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  authority 
to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  in  con¬ 
tracts  under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing  so 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways, 
Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums 
authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since 
and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  pay¬ 
ment  of  final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization 
shall  be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations 
and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations 
for  Interstate  System. — Section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 
purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  im- 
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provement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels ,  of  the 
Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban 
areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional 
sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorization 
heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30, 1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1962,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200 ,000 ,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  additional  sum  of  $1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1968,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $1,025,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1969” 

(b)  Apportionments. — Any  portion  of  this  additional 
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sum  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  that  has  not  been  apportioned  heretofore  shall  be 
apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING 
THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System 
in  each  State,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  7, 
1958,  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956 
(70  Stat.  374),  and  published  as  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  300,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby 
approved  as  the  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  of  the 
funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30, 1960. 

Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Funds  for  Fiscal  Years  1959  and  1960. — Notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  June  29, 1956  (70  Stat.  374),  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  all  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  and  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
highway  systems,  including  extensions  thereof  within  urban 
areas. 

Sec.  10.  The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of 
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section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved  November 
9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “ plus  the  United 
States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  materials  which 
have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or 
reconstruction  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and  specifications” . 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  111  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Availability  of  Federal  Funds  for  Reim¬ 
bursement  to  States. — Subject  to  the  conditions  contained 
in  this  section,  whenever  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation  of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of  a 
project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary  systems  or 
on  the  Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  within 
urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project:  Provided,  That  Federal  funds 
shall  not  be  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  section  when 
the  payment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or 
violates  a  legal  contract  between  the  utility  and  the  State: 
Provided,  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  made 
only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  him  shall  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Secretary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State 
has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds.” 
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(b)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  Federal- 
aid  highway  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  for  work , 
including  relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70 
Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renumbering  section  122  as  sec¬ 
tion  123  and  inserting  a  new  section  122,  as  follows: 

“SEC.  122.  AREAS  ADJACENT  TO  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

“(a)  National  Policy. — To  promote  the  safety,  con¬ 
venience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of 
interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways, 
it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  improve 
areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  dis¬ 
plays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the  erection  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions 
of  the  Interstate  System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right- 
of-way,  the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to 
July  1,  1956,  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 
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which  shall  include  only  the  following  four  types  of  signs,  and 
no  signs  advertising  illegal  activities: 

“( 1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that 
are  required  or  authorized  hy  law . 

“(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property 
upon  which  they  are  located. 

“(3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  permitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with 
the  national  policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising 
activities  being  conducted  at  a  location  within  twelve  miles  of 
the  point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  author¬ 
ization  in  State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements. — The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  ( including  such  supplementary  agreements  as  may 
be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy  set  forth  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  include 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  adver¬ 
tising  devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (a)  and  may  include,  among 
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other  things,  'provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 
prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  develop¬ 
ment  of  viewpoints  for  scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible 
to  the  public  without  charge,  and  the  erection  of  markers, 
signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas  in  appreciation 
of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Upon  application  of  the 
State,  any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  consistent  with  the  national  policy, 
provide  for  excluding  from  application  of  the  national  stand¬ 
ards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System  which  traverse  incor¬ 
porated  municipalities  wherein  the  use  of  real  property 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal  regu¬ 
lation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other  areas  where  the  land 
use  is  clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commer¬ 
cial:  Provided,  however,  That  any  such  segment  excluded 
from  the  application  of  such  standards  shall  not  be  considered 
in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  thereof. 

“(c)  Federal  Share. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  if  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has 
been  entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July  1,  1961, 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 
Interstate  System  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this  Act,  to 
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which  the  national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  he 
increased  by  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost  that  may  he  in¬ 
curred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agreement:  Provided,  That 
the  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder 
shall  he  paid  only  from  appropriations  from  moneys  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such  appropria¬ 
tions  are  hereby  authorized. 

“(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System 
is  located  upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reserva¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into  such  agreements 
with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reser¬ 
vations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any  such 
agency  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

“(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or 
condemnation  the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising 
in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the 
Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of  implementing  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and  Federal 
funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  F ederal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
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cost:  Provided,  That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which 
does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way 
for  such  project.”  $ 

Sec.  13.  Section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  is  amended  by  inserting  therein,  immediately 
before  the  colon  preceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon .  and  the 
following:  uand  any  State  highway  department  which  sub¬ 
mits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System  project  shall  certify  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had  public 
hearings  at  a  convenient  location,  or  has  afforded  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  persons 
in  rural  areas  through  or  by  whose  property  the  highway 
will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may  have  to  the 
proposed,  location  of  such  highway” . 

SEC.  14.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS:  EFFEC¬ 
TIVE  DATE. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable  hereto. 
All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 


28 


1  SEC.  15.  SHORT  TITLE. 

2  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  uFederal-Aid  Highway 

3  Act  of  1958”. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  approved  June 
29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  13,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  March  27,  1958. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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■  That  de- 

considera- 
)t  have  any 
ike  to  have 
7,  but  I  am 
jmplete  ac- 
.  Perhaps 
is  in  a  bet- 
ny  amend- 

Lsed  of  any 
ter  amend  - 
bate.  It  is 
,rd  a  guess, 
we  should 

be  able  to  finish  by  5  o’clock. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That 
pleases  me  very  greatly,  and  I  hope  the 
Senator’s  prophecy  will  be  borne>^>ut. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  IN 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  the  unfinished  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  resumed  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  approved 
June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield)  for  himself 
and  his  colleague  [Mr.  Murray). 


ATTACKS  ON  CLERGY 

-  Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum - 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  For  what  pur¬ 
pose? 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Before  the  minority 
leader  left  the  Chamber,  I  asked  him 
to  yield  me  10  minutes.  I  think  the  pres¬ 
ent  occupant  of  the  minority  leader’s 
chair,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin),  will  be  willing  to  do  sov 
in  order  that  I  may  make  a  statemei 
not  in  connection  with  the  bill  before  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  purple  of 
having  a  quorum  call  was  to  let  the 
Senate  know  that  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  was  before  the  Senate.  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  withhold  my  request, 
so  that  the  Senator  from  Maryland  may 
proceed,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  his 
speech  I  shall  renew  the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  .  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  states  that  the^enator  from  Mary¬ 
land  can  secure  the/time  he  has  requested 
from  the  time  allotted  on  the  bill  it¬ 
self. 

Mr.  MARTJ&  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  frjfm  Maryland  10  minutes  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
me  sufficient  time,  not  exceeding  15  min- 
utes/on  the  bill,  so  that  I  may  conclude 
mydftatement  without  being  interrupted, 


with  the  understanding  that  the  time 
not  used  will  be  yielded  back? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Maryland  15  min¬ 
utes  on  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land. 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  Amer¬ 
ica’s  strength,  in  my  opinion,  lies  in  the 
fact  that  we  are  a  deeply  religious  peo¬ 
ple.  Since  the  days  of  the  Founding- 
Fathers  of  our  Republic,  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  have  opened  each  session 
with  a  moment  of  devotion. 

The  first  amendment  to  the  Consti¬ 
tution  provides  that  “Congress  shall 
make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment 
of  religion.”  The  complete  separation  of 
church  and  state  provided  in  the  Consti¬ 
tution  has  engendered  a  respect  on  the 
part  of  all  our  citizens  for  religious  lead¬ 
ers  of  every  faith.  This  respect  has 
served  to  keep  the  clergy  apart  from  the 
lay-to-day  affairs  of  collective  bargain¬ 
ing  and  political  activity.  It  is  a  rela¬ 
tionship  toward  the  clergy  of  all  faiths 
which  most  of  us  approve.  This  Ameri¬ 
can  tradition  was  breached  when  Emi 
Mazey  .secretary-treasurer  of  the 
CIO,  and^n  trusted  lieutenant  of  Walter 
Reuther,  attacked  the  clergy  before  a 
Senate  committee. 

Last  month'-dhe  Senate  witnessed  a 
most  unusual  spectacle,  the  Sq/iate  cau¬ 
cus  room  being  taken  over  by  Walter 
Reuther  to  denounce  the  junior  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater).  In  an 
unprecedented  demonstration  of  arro¬ 
gance,  Mr.  Reuther  accused  our  colleague 
of  cowardice.  If  the  j.dnidi;  Senator  from 
Arizona  were  a  coward,  hfe^would  have 
confined  his  legislative  interests  to  the 
problems  of  Arizdna,  and  he  Would  not 
have  incurred  the  wrath  of  Walter  Reu¬ 
ther.  / 

The  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  Republic,  in  an 
editorial  on  February  28,  1958,  c 
mented  wfth  respect  to  this  unusual 
cedure  as  follows; 

Just/ who  does  Reuther  think  he  is  any¬ 
way?/  Who  is  he  to  tell  a  Senate  commit¬ 
tee liow  it  should  run  its  hearing?  By  what 
riant  does  he  commandeer  a  Senate  caucus 
5om  to  run  a  personal  press  conference? 
/And  on  what  authority  does  he  malign  the 
elected  Representative  of  the  great  State  of 
Arizona? 

Everyone  who  has  read  the  record  realizes 
that  Mr.  Reuther  is  determined  to  capture 
the  National  Government.  He  wants  to  be 
President,  or  at  least  to  put  his  own  man  in 
the  White  House.  But  few  would  have 
thought  him  capable  of  moving  in  on  the 
United  States  Senate  with  the  contempt  that 
he  showed  Wednesday. 

Mr.  Reuther  has  allowed  his  power  as  a 
union  leader  to  go  to  his  head.  He  has  shown 
his  ability  to  take  over  the  Democratic  Party 
in  Michigan  and  to  carry  the  Governor  of 
Michigan  around  in  his  hip  pocket.  He  is 
now  demonstrating  beyond  cavil  that  he  is 
ready  to  move  from  the  State  to  the  national 
level.  The  American  people  are  fortunate 
that  most  of  the  United  States  Senators,  in¬ 
cluding  Barry  Goldwater,  are  not  likely  to 
allow  themselves  to  be  pushed  around  by  the 
Socialist  labor  leader  from  Michigan. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Arizona  made 
the  statement,  with  which  many  concur, 
that  “Walter  Reuther  and  the  UAW  are 
a  more  dangerous  menace  than  the  sput¬ 
niks  or  anything  Russia  might  do.” 


On  March  7,  Mr.  Reuther  addressed  an¬ 
il-page  letter  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arizona  which  concluded  with  this  itfbst 
unusual  proposal : 

If  your  charge  that  “Walter  ReutJ/er  and 
the  UAW  are  a  more  dangerous  menace  than 
the  sputniks  or  anything  Russia  might  do” 
were  true,  I  would  have  no  moral/ight  to  be 
the  president  of  the  largest  labor  union  in 
the  United  States  and  Canada^  nor  be  a  vice 
president  of  the  largest  free  Jjrade  union  cen¬ 
ter  in  the  world,  the  AFL-C 

Rather  than  stepping  Up  the  volume  and 
the  yelocity  of  the  napfe-calling  contest,  I 
should  like  to  respectfully  propose  that  we 
agree  to  a  sensible/ sane,  and  democratic 
method  for  resolving  the  dispute  which  grows 
out  of  your  charg/against  us. 

Specifically  I  propose  that  each  of  us  se¬ 
lect  three  natjdnally  prominent  clergymen, 
one  from  eadi  of  the  three  major  faiths — 
Catholic,  Protestant,  and  Jewish — as  a  panel 
to  weigh  these  charges  that  you  have  made 
and  to  hear  my  refutation  of  same. 

If,  after  hearing  both  our  cases,  a  ma¬ 
jority  /6f  these  six  distinguished  gentlemen 
of  tpfe  cloth,  believe  you  have  substantiated 
your  charge  that  “Walter  Reuther  and  the 
AW  are  a  more  dangerous  menace  than 
sputniks  or  anything  Russia  might  do,” 
I  will  voluntarily  resign  from  the  presidency 
of  the  UAW,  the  vice  presidency  of  the 
AFL-CIO  and  from  the  labor  movement 
entirely. 

If  they  decide  you  have  not  substantiated 
your  charge,  I  would  leave  it  up  to  your  own 
conscience  as  to  whether  you  would  consider 
yourself  fit  to  continue  to  play  a  role  in 
American  public  life. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Reuther’s  dramatic 
gesture  was  made  immediately  after;  one 
of  his  closest  associates  attacked  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  all'  members  of  the  clergy  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Select  Committee  on 
Improper  Activities  in  the  Labor  or 
Management  Field.  It  is  clear  to  me 
that  the  real  purpose  of  Mr.  Reuther’s 
letter  was  to  cover  up  the  outrageous 
slander  against  all  men  of  the  cloth 
voiced  by  Emil  Mazey,  secretary-treas¬ 
urer  of  the  UAW-CIO. 

The  general  reaction  to  Mr.  Mazey’s 
outburst  is  indicated  from  the  following 
editorial  which  appeared  in  the  Detroit 
/News  on  March  3d  entitled  “Caesar’s 
leat": 

Nrhe  performance  of  Emil  Mazey  as  a  wit¬ 
ness  before  the  McClellan  Senate  committee 
is  one  more  entry  in  the  case  history  of 
the  UAW  and  its  curious  and  growing  God- 
compleY 

If  not\from  the  throne  itself.  Mi-.  Mazey’s 
voice  was'  ,  from  on  high,  from  whence  he 
pronounced  moral  judgments  on  the  clergy 
of  two  grea\  faiths,  on  the  legal  fraternity 
and  medical,  profession  of  Sheboygan 
County,  on  a  tpember  of  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  and  on  a'  Sheboygan  court  which  had 
dared  to  jail  a  UAW  goon. 

The  daily  press,  long  a  target  of  Solidarity 
House  and  it’s  anathema  mill,  finds  itself 
for  the  moment  in  excellent  company. 

The  offense,  in  which*  all  these  are  joined, 
appears  to  be  only  that  they  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  law  according  to  the  UAW 
transcends  the  law  of  the  lahd. 

The  God-complex  is  not  hew  in  Ameri¬ 
can  experience,  or  for  that  Matter  in  the 
annals  of  organized  labor.  The  American 
spirit  puts  up  with  fools.  Bui!  not  with 
Caesar.  What  we  are  witnessing,^  in  the 
McClellan  hearing  room  may  very  Veil  be 
the  beginning  of  the  end. 

In  a  letter  which  was  released  toHhe 
press  on  March  10,  the  junior  Senat 
from  Arizona  responded  to  Mr.  Reuther's 
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proposal.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous,  consent  that  the  letter  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my 
remarkSv. 

There  l?eing  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered,  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows :  \ 

Mr.  Walter  Ret^her, 

President,  UAW-CIO,  . 

Detroit,  Mich. 

Dear  Mr.  ReuthBr:  Your  letter,  an  11- 
page  public  relation/. release,  has  been  re¬ 
ceived  by  my  office.  I  ripte  with  interest  that 
more  attention  was  giverwto  timing  your  re¬ 
lease  tor  the  Sunday  editions  of  the  news¬ 
papers  than  was  devoted  toNinsuring  the  de¬ 
livery  of  this  material  to  the  person  to  whom 
it  was  ostensibly  addressed.  \ 

In  your  letter  you  express  som^  fears  that 
this,  your  most  recent  personannttack  on 
me,  may  be,  to  use  your  words,  construed  as 
a  ‘‘public  relations  gimmick.”  I  belipye  your 
fears  are  well-grounded. 

Let  me  make  clear  to  you  at  once  thM  is¬ 
sues  of  grave  public  importance  are  presently 
being  weighed  by  the  committee  set  up  by  tHe 
United  States  Senate  to  explore  such  matter' 
as  the  UAW-CIO  strike  against  the  Kohler 
Co.  Social  evils  already  disclosed  by  tes¬ 
timony  given  under  oath  go  far  beyond 
any  question  of  personalities.  For  you  to 
attempt  now  to  frame  the  situation  in  terms 
of  a  personal  vendetta  is,  in  my  opinion,  an 
attempt  to  obscure  the  shocking  facts  dis¬ 
closed  by  the  present  investigation  of  the 
strike  against  Kohler. 

The  issue  is  far  too  important  to  be  viewed 
in  the  light  of  any  personal  controversy. 
The  people  of  the  United  States  are  now, 
among  other  things  reviewing  your  activities 
and  the  activities  of  your  fellow  officials  of 
the  UAW-CIO,  through  the  investigating 
activities  of  a  committee  of  the  United  States 
Senate.  You  are  not  required  to  defend  your¬ 
self  to  me.  You  are  required  to  explain  your 
methods,  aims,  and  activities  to  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  as  represented  by  the 
present  committee. 

You  are  not  answerable  to  me  for  any 
crimes  you  or  your  officials  or  hired  men  may 
have  committed.  Nor  are  you  answerable  to 
any  group  of  six  clergymen,  distinguished  as 
they  may  be.  You  are  answerable  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  through  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  Congress  who  have  granted  to 
you  a  position  of  special  privilege  and  exemp¬ 
tion  from  the  law  which  requires  in  you  a 
degree  of  self-discipline  and  social  respon¬ 
sibility  far  beyond  that  of  the  average 
citizen. 

Since  you  profess  to  be  concerned  with  the 
problem  of  social  responsibility,  I  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  you  carefully  review  the  swon 
testimony  of  your  own  people  as  presented  Jib 
date  before  the  present  committee  hearing. 
Your  tolerance  of  and  acquiescence  in  ,«uch 
activities  would  be  a  measure  of  youjr  sense 
of  social  responsibility. 

As  one  example  I  would  direct  ypfcr  atten¬ 
tion,  particularly,  to  the  case  /6i  William 
Vinson.  This  husky  young  njAn  standing 
over  6  feet  tall  and  weighing  some  230 
pounds  was  turned  loose  on'  the  village  of 
Sheboygan,  Wis.,  apparently/without  instruc¬ 
tions.  He  says  he  was  there  to  build  morale. 

In  his  morale-building  duties  on  June 
18,  1954,  Mr.  Vinson  vbsited  Zapetto’s  Tavern 
in  Sheboygan  Falls,  Wis.  At  approximately 
11:30  p.  m.,  Mr.  Wnlard  Van  Ouwerkerk,  a 
small,  middle-aged  local  resident,  entered 
the  tavern  with/his  wife.  The  sworn  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  record  Is  the  most  reliable 
source  for  tpe  brutal,  vicious  and  unpro¬ 
voked  assaqit  by  your  UAW-CIO  representa¬ 
tive  upon  this  local  citizen: 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  On  or  about  June  18,  1954, 
did  you-  visit  a  tavern,  Zapetto’s  Tavern? 

"Me  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  did. 

V^r.  Kennedy.  In  Sheboygan  Falls,  Wis.? 

-""^Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  right. 


‘‘Mr.  Kennedy.  That  was  about  11:45  p.  m.? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  If  I  remember 
right;  yes. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Approximately  that  time? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Approximately,  yes. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  While  you  were  there,  was 
there  a  conversation  with  a  woman? 

Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  There  was. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  did  that  woman  iden¬ 
tify  herself  as  Mrs.  Robert  Burkhart? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  right. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Would  you  relate  to  the 
committee  what  occurred  during  that  con¬ 
versation  and  then  what  happened? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  She  asked  me  who  I 
was  and  I  told  her. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  What  was  Mrs.  Burkhart 
doing  at  that  time? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  wouldn’t  know. 

-“Mr.  Kennedy.  Was  she  just  in  the  tavern? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  imagine  she  was. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Where  did  you  see  her? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  She  came  up  to  us. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  YoU  were  sitting  at  the 
bar,  were  you? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  was  sitting  at  the 
bar  with  my  wife. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  she  came  up  and 
^started  talking  to  you? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  She  did. 

^‘Mr.  Kennedy.  Continue,  please. 

Ir.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Well,  she  asked  me 
if  I 'belonged  to  the  union  and  I  said  nov 
Well,  \^ie  wanted  to  know  why  not,  and 
told  hek  that — well,  I  just  didn’t  belie  ve/in 
it,  that  rsflgured  that  if  the  lines  were  open, 
I  had  a  family  to  support,  and  I  thoyght  I 
was  going  toSsupport  them. 

“So,  then  we  were  talking  a  little  while 
longer.  I  dom£  just  remember  /the  con¬ 
versation. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  I^id  she  identify  herself  at 
that  time? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Sh4  did. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Did'Sfhjr  know  who  you 
were? 

“Mr.  Van  OuwERKjs(i?vShe  knew  from 
somebody.  I  don’t  know  who. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  SJre  said  were  Willard 
Van  Ouwerkerk? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  Ik  right.  She 
introduced  herself  as  Mrs.  Roberk  Burkhart. 

“Mr.  Kenney.  Continue. 

“Mr.  Van  /Ouwerkerk.  Well,  we  talked  a 
little  whilo'longer  and  finally  she  saiaVWell, 
I  will  calf1  somebody.’  I  don’t  remember  the 
name,  yf  said,  ‘No,  that  wouldn’t  be  neb 
sary.’y 

r.  Kennedy.  Why  did  she  say  she  wouli 
ha/e  to  call  somebody? 
r" Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Well,  I  suppose  she 
vanted  somebody  else  to  talk  to  me.  I 
don’t  know. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  She  started  to  talk  to  you 
about  not  working  at  the  plant? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  She  did. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  then  she  said  she  was 
going  to  get  somebody  else  to  talk  to  you, 
and  she  was  going  to  call  someone? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Yes,  I  told  her  that 
wouldn’t  be  necessary  because  we  were 
leaving. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Was  it  antagonistic  at  that 
time? 

“Mr.  Yan  Ouwerkerk.  No;  I  wouldn’t  say 
it  was. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  But  you  didn’t  want  to  get 
into  any  kind  of  an  argument? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  didn’t  want  to 
get  into  anything.  Then  as  I  got  oil  of  the 
stool,  somebody  hit  me  from  behind,  in  the 
back  of  the  head. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  You  were  struck  on  the 
back  of  the  head. 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  was. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  you  never  saw  the 
person  who  struck  you  at  all? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  never  saw  him. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  You  were  knocked  down 
then? 


“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  was  knocked  un¬ 
conscious.  Iwas  on  the  floor. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  You  were  knocked  un¬ 
conscious. 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  was. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Is  that  right? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  rigt^C 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  when  did  yoytegain 
consciousness? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  regained  con¬ 
sciousness  outside. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  You  regained  conscious¬ 
ness  outside? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  TJrfat  is  right. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Afterwa/ds,  was  it  related 
to  you  as  to  what  happ/ned  when  you  were 
knocked  down  to  the  floor?  , 

“Mr.  Van  OuwerkjAk.  Yes;  I  heard  about 
it  afterward. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  yVhat  did  they  tell  you  as 
to  what  happene 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Well,  they  told  me 
that  this  person  had  worked  on  me  with  his 
feet  on  my  back. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  With  his  what? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  With  his  feet. 

“Mr.  Jsennedy.  Once  you  were  knocked  to 
the  ground  from  behind,  the  man  then  be- 
ganyto  kick  you;  is  that  right? 

Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  right. 

‘Mr.  Kennedy.  And  he  kicked  you  in  your 
Fibs? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  My  ribs;  yes. 

.  “Mr.  Kennedy.  And  continued  to  kick  you 
until  they  pulled  him  away? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  right. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  And  finally  somebody  car¬ 
ried  you  outside? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Yes. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  When  you  regained  con¬ 
sciousness  did  you  subsequently  go  to  the 
hospital? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Do  you  mean  di¬ 
rectly? 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  directly  you  did  not 
go? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  No. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  But  subsequently  you  did 
go  to  the  hospital? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  did. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  The  following  day? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  This  was  on  a  Fri¬ 
day  night.  I  went  to  the  hospital  on  Sun¬ 
day. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Did  they  take  X-rays  at 
that  time? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  I  ain’t^sure  of. 
I  couldn’t  answer  that. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Well,  did  they  find,  any¬ 
way,  that  you  had  any  ribs  broken  or  any 
>roken  bones  in  your  body? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Yes;  through  X- 
ray_ 

{r.  Kennedy.  Through  X-rays? 

Van  Ouwerkerk.  That  is  right. 
“Mr.\KENNEDY.  How  many  ribs  did  you 
find  wer\  broken?^ 

“Mr.  Va\^  Ouwerkerk.  It  was  either  3  or  4. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  Three  or  four  of  your  ribs? 

“Mr.  Van  Ojjwerkerk.  That  is  right. 

“Mr ...Kennedy,  Were  you  beaten  in  any 
other  place? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  Well,  had  a  punc¬ 
tured  lung,  and  then  I  contracted  pneu¬ 
monia  from  that  lung 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  You\ontracted  penumonia 
from  that  lung. 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk. \That  is  right. 

“Mr.  Kennedy..  How  lonj^  were  you  in  the 
hospital? 

“Mr.  Van  Ouwerkerk.  I  wa\  in  there  some 
twenty-odd  days.  I  think  it  vfcas  22. 

“Mr.  Kennedy.  So  you  were  k mocked  down 
by  an  unknown  assailant  and  when,  you  were 
down  on  the  floor,  he  proceeded  to  Hick  you, 
and  you  were  kicked  and  knocked  \incon- 
scious.  You  were  carried  outside  ancf/ulti- 
mately  went  to  the  hospital  and  found  viat 
you  had  3  or  4  broken  ribs,  had  a  punctu 
lung,  and  ultimately  contracted  pneumonia, 
is  that  right? 


1958 


In  November  1956  Dr.  Cronin  was  appoint- 
edvto  the  post  he  held  at  the  time  of  his 
deafch,  which  gave  him  responsibility  for 
PubliK  Health  Service  hospitals,  nursing  and 
dentalNesources,  the  medical  services  of  the 
Coast  Gutn-d,  Bureau  of  Prisons,  and  Bureau 
of  Employees’  Compensation,  and  adminis¬ 
trator  of  thesHill-Burton  hospital  and  medi¬ 
cal  facilities  spnstruction  program. 

Dr.  Cronin  has.  published  articles  in  widely 
diversified  journals  on  subjects  including 
psychiatry,  medicak  penology,  occupational 
health,  and  hospital  lyid  health  administra' 
tion. 

He  was  a  member  of  tfle  Industrial  Medical 
Association,  Southern  Medical  Association, 
an  associate  of  the  DistrictSMedical  Society, 
and  the  Association  of  Militaty  Surgeons  of 
the  United  States. 

As  chief  of  the  Hill-Burton  p?©gram,  Dr. 
Cronin  consistently  urged  States  So  appro¬ 
priate  money  for  hospital,  nursing  hoNae,  and 
clinic  construction.  He  is  credited  with  ral¬ 
lying  support  for  the  program,  and  applying  j 
its  provisions  throughout  the  country. 
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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  approved  June  29,  1956,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
permitted  to  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  without  the  time  consumed 
being  charged  to  either  side. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Yarborough  in  the  chair).  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  •  Mr.  President, 
what  is  the  pending  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana.  How  much  time  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yield  himself? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  myself  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  offered 
by  my  distinguished  senior  colleague 
[Mr.  Murray]  and  me  has  to  do  with  a 
matter  which  we  believe  to  be  of  pe¬ 
culiar  interest  to  the  State  of  Montana. 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958, 
S.  3414,  as  reported  to  the  Senate,  is  an 
excellent  piece  of  legislation  prepared  to 
accelerate  the  construction  of  highways 
throughout  the  Nation.  This  incentive 
will  apply  to  the  interstate,  primary, 
and  secondary  highways,  as  well  as  the 
forest  and  public  land  highways.  This 
program  will  stimulate  a  great  increase 
in  construction  activity  throughout  the 
country,  at  a  time  when  it  is  so  badly 
needed. 

Most  States  will  be  able  to  take  im¬ 
mediate  advantage  of  these  liberalized 


f  amendments,  but  there  pre  a  few  States, 
including  Montana,  which  will  not  be 
able  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  with  the  exception  of  highways 
and  roads  that  are  wholly  financed  by 
Federal  funds,  such  as  forest  highways. 

The  State  of  Montana  is  at  present 
having  difficulties  in  meeting  its  match¬ 
ing  requirements  for  Federal  funds.  I 
am  advised  that  if  the  State  could  get 
$10  million  for  ABC  roads  without  hav¬ 
ing  to  provide  matching  funds  there  are 
enough  projects  ready  to  go  ahead  with¬ 
in  3  to  6  weeks  to  utilize  this  amount 
of  money.  On  these  projects  all  the 
planning  and  engineering  work  has  been 
completed,  and  they  are  awaiting  the 
posting  of  bids. 

In  the  planning  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  in  Montana  a  number  of  difficulties 
have  been  encountered  in  purchasing 
rights-of-way.  If  the  State  could  get 
approximately  $15  million  without 
matching  requirements,  the  officials  feel 
that  within  a  year  there  would  be  enough 
jobs,  such  as  work  on  bridge  structures, 
ready  to  be  started. 

S.  3414  as  reported  by  the  committee 
would  make  it  possible  for  the  State  of 
Montana  to  receive  93  percent  Federal 
funds  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  but  this  would  not  even 
help  the  State  in  providing  immediate 
sources  of  employment. 

Montana  is  in  need  of  an  immediate 
source  of  employment,  and  it  is  with 
this  thought  in  mind  that  I  have  sent 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  S.  3414 
which  would  authorize  the  waiving  of 
all  matching  requirements  for  Federal 
funds  allocated  under  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  for  the  period  of  1  year,  with  a 
$15  million  maximum  on  ABC  roads 
and  $20  million  maximum  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System. 

The  recession  has  hit  hard  in  Mon¬ 
tana,  and  the  State  now  has  the  dubious 
distinction  of  having  the  highest  insured 
unemployment  rate  in  the  Nation,  as  of 
March  8.  An  accelerated  highway  pro¬ 
gram  is  a  natural  for  providing  new  em¬ 
ployment  for  the  unskilled,  as  well  as  the 
skilled  workers  who  are  now  seeking 
employment. 

Since  Federal  construction  has  been 
decided  upon  by  the  Congress  as  one  of 
the  chief  means  of  combating  the  reces¬ 
sion  and  granting  employment  to  the 
many  unemployed,  it  does  not  seem  to 
me  that  I  am  requesting  too  much,  espe¬ 
cially  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Montana 
is  the  hardest  hit  State  in  the  Nation, 
and  it  is  urgent  that  immediate  assist¬ 
ance  be  given  to  enable  the  State  to 
achieve  some  economic  stability.  Mon¬ 
tana  has,  in  addition  to  the  recession 
problem,  the  handicap  of  being  the  third 
largest  State  in  the  Union  with  a  very 
small  population,  which  in  turn  affects 
the  State’s  revenue.  'I’hese  two  problems 
make  it  virtually  impossible  for  Montana 
to  take  full  advantage  of  the  highway 
program  as  it  now  stands. 

Under  my  amendment  the  vast  major¬ 
ity  of  States  will  be  able  to  proceed  un¬ 
der  the  accelerated  program,  contrib¬ 
uting  their  matching  share  in  order  to 
keep  their  road  building  program  on 
schedule.  It  will  also  help  those  few 
States  which  have  had  difficulties  simi¬ 


lar  to  Montana’s,  in  financing  their  road 
programs. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  agreed  to.  Its  adoption  will 
provide  the  immediate  stimulant  which 
is  so  badly  needed  to  meet  mounting  em¬ 
ployment  problems. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  able 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  has  made  a 
strong  and  an  appealing  speech  and  plea. 
In  essence,  the  Senator  pleads  the  cause 
of  the  States  which  will  have  difficulty 
in  matching  supplementary  funds  for 
fiscal  1959. 

The  committee  anticipated  these  dif¬ 
ficulties  by  temporarily  increasing  the 
matching  formula  from  50-50  to  70-30 
for  a  1-year  apportionment  of  $400  mil¬ 
lion.  The  committee  further  anticipated 
the  difficulty  several  States  will  have  in 
matching  funds  by  providing  in  the  bill 
that  two-thirds  of  the  30  percent,  which 
is  required  of  the  State  as  a  matching 
fund,  can  be  borrowed  from  the  United 
States  Treasury.  Thus  the  cash  to  be 
supplied  by  the  States  will  be  10  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  project,  as  a  bedrock 
requirement. 

The  distinguished  Senator  says  that 
even  this  will  be  difficult  for  the  State  of 
Montana.  I  believe  it  will  be  difficulf  for 
a  few  other  States  also.  However,  the 
committee  feels  that  the  States  can  and 
will  find  a  way  to  provide  10  percent  of 
the  cost  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  projects. 

Even  if  the  committee’s  view  should 
not  be  sustained,  the  amendment  which 
the  able  Senator  has  offered  would  go 
much  further  than  that.  In  the  case  of 
the  Interstate  System,  it  would  provide, 
not  in  excess  of  $20  million,  to  every 
State  without  matching,  whether  or  not 
the  State  was  having  difficulty  in  match¬ 
ing  funds,  and  not  in  excess  of  $15  mil¬ 
lion  to  every  State  for  projects  on  the 
primary  and  secondai’y  Federal-aid  sys¬ 
tems.  This  would  mean  a  total  grant  of 
$35  million  to  every  State,  without  any 
requirement  that  the  State  provide  any 
matching  funds  whatever. 

Although  I  am  usually  in  accord  with 
whatever  the  able  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  suggests — and  that  record  of 
cooperation  and  conformity  of  views  is 
now  in  its  20  th  year - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I  yield 
2  additional  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  find  myself  unable  to 
support  the  amendment,  because  it 
would  apportion  to  States,  without  any 
recognition  of  territory,  mileage,  and  fi¬ 
nancial  ability,  not  to  exceed  $35  million, 
and  that  apportionment  would  be  made 
to  every  State. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Has 
anything  of  that  kind  ever  been  done, 
since  we  started  granting  Federal  aid  for 
the  highway  systems?  Have  we  ever  ap¬ 
propriated  a  certain  sum  to  a  State  with¬ 
out  taking  into  consideration  population, 
mileage,  and  other  factors? 
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Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  believe  so. 
Yesterday  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  made  an  eloquent 
and  effective  plea  for  the  allocation  of 
vast  sums  to  the  forest  highways.  He 
and  other  Senators  from  the  West  were 
successful  in  persuading  the  Senate  in 
that  regard. 

I  believe,  however,  that  the  pending 
amendment  goes  farther  than  the  Sen¬ 
ate  can,  with  prudence,  afford  to  go.  It 
is  offered  with  the  best  of  motives.  So 
far  as  it  would  apply  to  Montana  and 
other  States  similarly  situated  with  re¬ 
spect  to  difficulties  in  matching  funds, 
it  possesses  a  good  deal  of  equity.  But 
when  applied  nationwide,  I  do  not  think 
the  Senate  should  adopt  it.  I  ask  the 
Senate  to  reject  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute.  I  appreciate 
what  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  has  said. 
I  know  he  is  a  friend  of  the  West.  I 
know  that  if  there  were  some  way  in 
which  he  could  help  us,  he  would  go  more 
than  half  way  to  do  so. 

I  point  out  that  what  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Montana  and  I  are  requesting 
in  the  amendment  is  a  moratorium  for 

I  year.  We  do  that  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors.  First,  the  Montana  Legislature 
will  not  meet  until  January  1959.  Sec¬ 
ond — and  I  dislike  to  make  this  state¬ 
ment,  but  I  must  do  so  in  all  honesty — 
my  State  has  the  shameful  distinction, 
on  a  percentage  basis,  of  having  the 
largest  number  of  people  drawing  un¬ 
employment  compensation  at  this  time 
of  any  State  in  the  Union.  As  of  March 
8,  1958,  the  figure  was  14.9  percent. 

It  was  because  of  the  peculiarly  diffi¬ 
cult  economic  situation  in  which  Mon¬ 
tana  found  itself  that  I  was  constrained 
to  offer  the  amendment  on  the  advice 
of  persons  in  whom  I  have  great  trust 
and  faith,  who  understand  the  State’s 
economic  situation,  and  realize  the  im¬ 
portance  of  an  accelerated  highway- 
construction  program,  especially  so  far  as 
it  will  affect  secondary  roads. 

I  most  sincerely  hope  that  the  Senate 
will  see  fit  to  agree  to  the  amendment 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day  during  the  discussion  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  sought  to  strike  out  section 

II  of  the  bill,  some  comments  were  made 
about  the  cost  of  the  relocation  of  utili¬ 
ties.  Inasmuch  as  the  discussion  was 
somewhat  indefinite,  I  thought  it  might 
be  well  to  have  the  Record  contain,  dur¬ 
ing  the  course  of  the  debate  on  the  en¬ 
tire  bill,  the  testimony  on  this  particu¬ 
lar  subject  as  it  was  adduced  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  in  the  form 
of  a  supplemental  statement  by  E.  C. 
Yokley,  vice  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Municipally  Owned  Utilities,  National 
Institute  of  Municipal  Law  Officers.  The 
supplemental  statement  will  be  found 
on  page  626  of  the  hearings  which  were 
held  between  January  and  March  of  this 
year. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
statement  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Supplemental  Statement  of  E.  C.  Yokley, 

Vice  Chairman,  Committee  on  Munici¬ 
pally  Owned  Utilities,  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Municipal  Law  Officers,  Re  S. 
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Secretary  Weeks  and  Mr.  Tallamy,  when 
they  appeared  before  the  Senate  Roads  Sub¬ 
committee  on  January  8  and  9,  1958,  referred 
to  an  increase  of  approximately  $10  billion 
since  1956  in  the  estimates  for  building  the 
Interstate  System.  On  January  9,  1958,  Sen¬ 
ator  Case  asked  Mr.  Tallamy  to  what  extent 
the  cost  of  reimbursing  utilities  entered  into 
the  increase  of  estimates  of  the  States  for 
completing  the  Interstate  System.  Mr.  Tal¬ 
lamy  replied  that  the  total  increase  in  cost 
of  utilities,  which  also  includes  certain  other 
costs  to  which  he  referred,  involves  a  3  per¬ 
cent  increase  in  costs. 

In  order  to  offer  some  clarification  of  the 
amount  of  utility  relocation  costs,  I  would 
like  to  call  the  committee’s  attention  to  the 
statement  of  John  A.  Tenbrook  for  the  Edi¬ 
son  Electric  Institute  (hearings  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  on  H.  R.  4260,  1st  sess.,  84th 
Cong.,  p.  943).  Mr.  Tenbrook  analyzed  the 
study  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
(H.  Doc.  127)  and  found  that  total  utility 
relocation  costs  were  2.5  percent  of  total 
highway  construction  costs.  He  further 
found  that  under  existing  laws  and  prac¬ 
tices  in  various  States  two-fifths  of  this 
amount  was  presently  reimbursed.  Thus 
the  amount  of  utility  relocation  costs  in¬ 
volved  in  further  provision  for  reimburse¬ 
ment  was  about  1.6  percent  of  total  road 
construction  costs.  Since  1954,  when  the 
study  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  the  costs  involved  in  relocating  utility 
facilities,  has  not,  according  to  any  infor¬ 
mation  I  have  been  able  to  obtain,  increased 
substantially.  The  $10  billion  increase  in 
the  estimates  of  cost  of  constructing  the 
Interstate  System  caused  by  increased  costs 
of  rights-of-way  acquisition  and  other  in¬ 
creased  costs  should  not  be  considered  as 
reflecting  a  similar  increase  in  costs  of  utility 
relocation.  In  other  words,  if  1.6  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  in  1956  represented  additional 
utility  relocation  costs,  the  present  amount 
of  these  costs  should  be  less  than  1.6  per¬ 
cent — in  fact  not  much  over  1  percent. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  point 
out  that  instead  of  the  cost  of  relocation 
being  3  percent,  it  is  nearer  one  per¬ 
cent.  On  that  basis,  instead  of  involving 
a  figure  of  approximately  $1  billion,  the 
difference  between  70  percent  of  the  cost 
and  90  percent  of  the  cost  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $74  million.  Even  in  the  fiscal 
matters  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  there  is  a  vast  difference  between 
$74  million  and  $1  billion. 

I  should  say  that  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  correctly  ap¬ 
proximated  the  situation  in  his  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  subject,  as  will  be  seen  by 
comparing  the  explanation  which  he 
gave  on  that  point  concerning  the  cost 
of  relocation  and  the  statement  which 
Mr.  Yokley  gave,  and  which  has  now 
been  incorporated  in  the  Record.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  to  be 
commended  for  his  very  keen,  reten¬ 
tive  memory,  especially  when  there  is 
taken  into  consideration  the  vast  volume 
of  testimony  which  was  adduced. 
Nevertheless  he  was  able  to  retain  its 
essence  in  this  particular. 


Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  although  I  have  risen  to  speak 
about  the  pending  amendment,  I  should 
not  care  to  let  so  nice  and  generous  a 
compliment  as  was  paid  to  me  by  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  go  unacknowl¬ 
edged.  I  appreciate  his  very  generous 
remarks. 

Concerning  the  pending  amendment, 
as  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  has  said,  the  committee 
has  given  consideration  to  the  economic 
situation  and,  in  my  personal  judgment, 
has  been  overly  generous  in  that  regard. 

I  expect  to  offer  later  in  the  day  an 
amendment  which  would  reestablish  the 
50-50  basic  matching  formula  for  the 
$400  million  of  emergency  funds  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  ABC  roads.  Consequently, 

shall,  of  necessity,  be  obliged  to  oppose 
the  pending  amendment  which  would 
waive  all  matching  requirements  for  one 
year  to  the  extent  of  the  $15  million  or 
$20  million  figure  which  the  Senators 
from  Montana  have  proposed. 

South  Dakota  is  very  similar  to  Mon¬ 
tana  in  many  respects.  Our  economies 
are  much  the  same.  Citizens  of  South 
Dakota  are  engaged  in  cattle  and  stock 
raising  and  grain  farming  in  the  prairie 
areas  of  the  State.  There  are  lumber¬ 
ing  and  mining  in  the  mountainous  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  State.  So  I  think  our  econ¬ 
omy  is  much  like  that  of  Montana,  and 
I  have  great  sympathy  for  the  problems 
which  the  Senator  from  Montana  has 
stated. 

At  the  same  time,  I  recognize  that  if 
we  are  to  have  any  standards  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  public  roads,  and  are  to  main¬ 
tain  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  as  a  con¬ 
struction  agency,  and  not  convert  it  into, 
presumably,  a  relief  agency,  as  such,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  maintain  the  same 
requirements  for  matching  for  the  sev¬ 
eral  road  funds. 

The  Western  States  which  have  public 
lands  within  their  boundaries  get  some 
concession  in  matching  under  present 
circumstances.  On  page  13  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  there  appears  a  table  en¬ 
titled  “Sliding  Scale  Rates  of  Federal- 
Aid  Participation  in  Public  Lands  States 
Effective  February  1,  1958.”  From  the 
table,  I  note  that  my  own  State  of  South 
Dakota  does  not  match  on  a  50-50  basis. 
The  Federal  Government  contributes 
55.83  percent  of  a  dollar. 

As  to  Montana,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  puts  up  56.54  percent  of  a  dollar, 
instead  of  50  cents,  as  is  the  case  in  the 
States  which  do  not  have  public  domain 
or  land  owned  and  controlled  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  not  subject  to  local 
taxes. 

The  amount  contributed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  runs  as  high  as  83.74 
percent  in  Nevada,  and  71.96  percent  in 
Arizona. 

So  the  Western  States,  where  there  are 
depressed  conditions  in  the  mining  com¬ 
munities,  have  the  benefit  of  a  better 
matching  ratio  than  do  some  other 
States.  That  applies  to  the  ABC  roads — 
the  Federal  primary,  the  Federal  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  the  Federal  urban  roads. 
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In  addition,  some  type  of  credit  is  given 
on  the  Interstate  System. 

So  the  public -lands  States  get  a  little 
better  break  than  90  cents  on  the  dollar 
on  the  Interstate  System.  In  South  Da¬ 
kota,  it  is  91.17  percent;  in  Montana,  it  is 
91.31  percent. 

In  view  of  these  circumstances,  and 
in  view  also  of  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
for  an  emergency  fund  from  which  a  per 
tion  of  the  matching  money  could  be 
borrowed  by  the  States,  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  amendment  should  not  be 
adopted.  Yet  I  respect,  not  only  the 
right  of  the  Senators  from  Montana  to 
present  the  amendment  at  this  time,  but 
also  their  diligence.  I  feel,  however, 
that  we  should  maintain  the  standard 
and  principle  of  contribution  by  th 
States.  This  is  necessary  if  we  are  to 
Iceep  the  public-roads  program  on  a 
sound  basis  throughout  the  years. 

For  these  reasons,  I  hope  the  amend- 
meht  will  not  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 


Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  4  or 
5  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes.  _  I 


A  NATIONAL  SCHOLARSHIP  PRO¬ 
GRAM  AND  LOANS  TO  COLLEGES 
AND  UNIVERSITIES  FOR  SCIENCE 
EQUIPMENT  AND  FACILITIES 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  for  his 
courtesy  in  yielding  to  me. 

Let  me  say,  Mr.  President,  that  on  the 
Irst  day  on  which  bills  could  be  intro- 
iced  at  this  2d  session  of  the  85th 
lgress,  I  introduced  Senate  bill 
29l\  which  calls  for  a  national  scholar- 
program.  A  few  weeks  later,  I  in- 


. ,  ,  ,  troducfed  Senate  bill  3281,  which  would 

President,  I  Jim  willing  to  yield  back  the.  provide  loans  to  colleges  and  universities 

for  science  equipment  and  facilities, 


remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield  back  thej 
remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Mansfield]  for  himself 
and  the  senior  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Murray], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  this  time 
I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 
and  that  the  time  required  for  calling 
the  roll  not  be  charged  to  the  time  avail¬ 
able  under  the  unanimous- consent 
agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair).  Is  there  objection? 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment  iden¬ 
tified  as  “3-24-58 — D,’’  which  is  at  the 
desk.  I  ask  that  the  amendment  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  24,  after  line  9,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

“Sec.  13.  Section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  by 
inserting  therein,  immediately  before  the 
colon  preceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon  and 
the  following:  “and  any  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  which  submits  plans  for  an  Inter¬ 
state  System  project  shall  certify  to  the 


Many  of  niy  colleagues  have  introduced 
similar  bills  of  their  own  pertaining  to 
this  much  needed  legislation. 

Mr.  Presidency  I  am  deeply  concerned 
with  the  fact  these  bills  are  stilFin  com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  do \not  know  how  long  it 
will  be  before  theyViU  come  before  the 
Senate  for  consideration.  Time  is  of  the 
essence.  If  we  are  to  jrystitute  a  schol¬ 
arship  program  which  will  effect  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  students  who 
will  enroll  in  courses'  in  science,  mathe¬ 
matics,  and  technology  nextVall,  we  must 
act  quickly.  High-school  seniors  are 
now  making  up  their  minds  as  to  what 
they  will  do  after  their  graduation  next 
May  or  June.  Even  after  thesp  pro¬ 
posals  are  enacted  into  law,  we  know  it 
will  take  many  weeks  to  establish  a 
scholarship  program. 

One  of  the  main  purposes  of  a  na¬ 
tional  scholarship  program  is  to  encourX 


quickly  as  possible.  It  is  also  my  hope  / 
that  when  the  bills  are  reported  by  th,e 
committee,  they  will  be  scheduled  for 
action  in  the  Senate  with  a  minimum  of 
delay.  7 

During  the  first  weeks  of  this  session, 
my  colleagues  spoke  as  with  one  voice  of 
the  urgent  need  for  legislation' to  bolster 
our  educational  system  and'  assist  our 
educators  in  their  determination  to  ex¬ 
cell  Russia  and  maintain  world  leader¬ 
ship  in  science  and  technology.  Mr. 
President,  we  cannot  permit  two  success¬ 
ful  satellite  launchings  by  our  country 
to  lull  us  back  iff  to  a  spirit  of  com¬ 
placency.  /" 

Theodore  Robsevelt  once  said*that  too 
often  America  has  had  to  learn  by  trag¬ 
edy,  rather'  than  by  experience.  By 
moving  quickly  to  enact  the  bills  for  a 
national  scholarship  program  and  for 
loans  or  grants  for  scientific  equipment 
and  expanded  laboratories  in  our  insti¬ 
tutions  of  higher  learning,  we  can  pre¬ 
vent  tragedy,  and  can  show  that  we  are 
learning  by  experience. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Talmadge  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  is  entitled  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  wants 
to  get  some  time  from  those  in  opposi¬ 
tion.  , 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 


THE  AMERICAN  SEARCH  FOR  PEACE 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
well-known  and  energetic  journalist, 
Doris  Fleeson,  recently  addressed  the 
Farmers  Union  convention  in  Denver, 


young  men  and  women  who  would  Colo.  As  usual,  she  was  provocative. 


Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has 
had  public  hearings  at  a  convenient  loca¬ 
tion,  or  has  afforded  the  opportunity  for 
such  hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
persons  in  rural  areas  through  or  by  whose 
property  the  highway  will  pass  to  express 
any  objections  they  may  have  to  the  pro- 
-posed  location  of  such  highway.’’ 

Renumber  the  succeeding  sections. 


otherwise  not  be  able  financially  to  go  to 
college,  to  continue  their  education  be¬ 
yond  the  high-school  level.  I  repeat, 
Mr.  President,  that  these  high-school 
seniors  are  now  making  up  their  minds 
as  to  whether  they  can  afford  to  con¬ 
tinue  their  education.  Any  material  en¬ 
couragement  we  are  to  give  them  must 
come  quickly,  if  it  is  going  to  affect  their 
decision. 

Furthermore,  if  our  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  are  to  prepare  to  train  in¬ 
creased  numbers  of  students  in  the  areas 
of  science  and  technology,  there  must  be 
loans  or  grants  to  provide  equipment  and 
expanded  laboratory  facilities.  Even  if 
such  legislation  could  be  considered  and 
passed  today,  it  would  still  take  months 
to  plan  for,  order,  and  install  the  needed 
equipment. 

I  understand  that  on  March  13,  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
completed  hearings  on  these  and  other 
proposals.  However,  I  have  been  unable 
to  learn  when  further  committee  action 
can  be  expected. 

I  respectfully  urge,  Mr.  President,  that 
t"the  committee  act  on  these  bills  as 


imaginative,  and  constructive.  Her 
speech  was  entitled  “The  American 
Search  for  Peace.”  It  deserves  the  at¬ 
tention  of  every  Member  of  this  body. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text 
of  the  address  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Recked. 

There  bhing  no  objection,  the  address 
was  ordereasfo  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  American  Search  for  Peace 
(Address  by  Doris.  Fleeson  at  the  National 
Farmers  Union  Convention,  Denver,  Colo., 
March  19,  1958) 

No  better  text  for  agnation  in  crisis  was 
ever  penned  than  the  .words  of  Abraham 
Lincoln  in  his  famous  house-divided  speech. 

“If  we  could  know  where  we  are  and 
whither  we  are  tending  we  could  better  judge 
what  to  do  and  how  to  do  it 
Lincoln  was  reaching  for  a  national  self- 
awareness — the  indispensable  preliminary  to 
any  saving  act  of  Government.'1  You  will 
notice  that  no  word  in  that  setoence  is 
longer  than  two  syllables.  It  is  not  \  slogan 
and  it  is  definitely  not  subliminal. 

Lincoln  was  not  seeking  to  hypnotize  laim- 
self  or  his  audience.  He  wanted  peopl^  to 
understand  exactly  what  he  was  trying  to 
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do.  He  did  not  want  them  to  stop  think¬ 
ing:  heNyanted  them  to  think  harder. 

As  Littte  Bock  has  so  recently  reminded 
us  we  have  still  to  outlive  the  tragedy  of 
our  failure  follow  in  time  where  Lincoln 
led.  His  words  remain  valid — 100  years  and 
immensely  gre\ter  challenge  later.  If  we 
will  only  consent  to  look  at  what  we  see, 
we  can  save  ourselves. 

What  we  see  is  aHl  too  apparent.  It  is  a 
succession  of  Potemkin  villages  which  all 
of  us — our  politicians^  our  press,  our  peo¬ 
ple — have  constructed  t(y  adorn  our  way. 

It  is  possible  to  forgive  Catherine  the 
Great  for  never  looking  'behind  the  rich 
facades  with  which  Prince  \Potemkin  con¬ 
cealed  the  emptiness  of  his  grandiose  schemes 
for  colonizing  the  south  Russian  steppes. 
He  was  plausible  and  she  lovedyhim.  The 
divine  right  of  kings  still  bemused  that  sleep¬ 
ing  giant  of  a  nation  whose  awakening  has 
taken  a  form  so  menacing  for  freedom^every' 
where. 

Potemkin  was  a  superbly  successful  prdpa' 
gandist.  It  is  interesting  that  one  ofNts 
earliest  and  certainly  one  of  the  best  pieci 
of  propaganda  by  the  Soviet  Union  was  a' 
moving  picture  entitled  ‘‘The  Armored 
Cruiser  Prince  Potemkin.”  That  moving 
film  was  in  a  sense  a  salute  from  master 
propagandists  to  a  spiritual  ancestor. 

I  suspect  that  my  generation  felt  and  cer¬ 
tainly  hoped  it  had  seen  the  final  flowering 
of  propaganda  in  the  so  nearly  successful 
attempt  by  Adolf  Hitler  to  rule  the  world. 
It  was  the  sole  weapon  by  which  Hitler 
maneuvered  himself  onto  the  world  stage 
with  his  appointment  as  German  Chancellor. 

Of  that  appointment  the  venerable  Ger¬ 
man  historian,  Freidrich  Meinecke,  wrote  at 
the  time:  *‘I  said  to  myself  with  the  deepest 
consternation  not  only  that  a  day  of  mis¬ 
fortune  had  dawned  for  Germany  but  also — 
‘this  was  not  necessary’.” 

This  was  not  necessary.  It  had  only  been 
made  to  appear  necessary. 

Today,  we  live  in  a  world  which,  because 
media  of  communication  have  multiplied  so 
enormously,  the  opportunities  for  propa¬ 
ganda  have  become  infinitely  greater.  The 
use  of  those  opportunities  has  followed  right 
along  in  geometrical  progression. 

The  New  York  Times  chief  correspondent 
In  Washington,  James  Reston,  wrote  re¬ 
cently:  ‘‘This  administration  is  more  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  appearance  of  leadership  than  in 
leadership  itself,  more  in  the  appearance  of 
power  than  in  the  reality  of  power,  more  in 
.seeming  to  train  Mr.  Nixon  for  the  Presi¬ 
dency  than  in  actually  training  him.” 

You  may  have  heard  what  the  Duke  of 
Wellington  said  of  his  commanders  on  the 
eve  of  Waterloo:  “I  do  not  know  if  my  ger 
erals  scare  the  enemy  but,  by  God,  they  sc: 
me.”  I  do  not  know  if  Mr.  Reston  was  terri¬ 
fied  when  he.  wrote  those  words  but  he/ well 
expressed  what  I  believe  to  be  tjrfe  true 
grounds  we  have  for  terror. 

As  in  all  situations  of  crisis,  thai4  is  plen¬ 
ty  of  blame  to  go  around.  But  efertainly  no 
American  government  has  used  the  means 
and  tools  of  propaganda  to  quite  the  same 
degree  as  the  present  one.  /at  has  for  some 
time  deeply  troubled  observers  who  see  in  it 
a  denial  of  the  processes /n  which  a  free  so¬ 
ciety  must  be  based.  / 

It  was  the  proud  motto  of  old  E.  W.  Scripps 
which  read:  “Give  light  and  the  people  will 
find  their  way.”  Hut  the  light  available-to¬ 
day  is  not  clear  and  strong,  it  is  diffuse  and 
flickering  and  itffioes  not  allow  us  to  discrim¬ 
inate  betweeiyreality  and  our  Potemkin  vil¬ 
lages. 

This  is  ryfatter  enough  for  concern,  nor  is 
counterppOpaganda  the  answer.  What  has 
happened,  in  my  view,  is  that  the  nemesis 
of  propagandists  has  overtaken  us. 

It  has  long  been  noted  that  gamblers  who 
make  a  living  on  the  exploitation  of  odds 
jacked  in  their  favor  have  a  fatal  flaw. 


They  gamble  themselves — and  it  is  a  rare 
gambler  who  dies  rich.  It  is  a  rare  propa¬ 
gandist  who  does  not  in  the  end  fall  victim 
to  the  siren  song  of  his  own  propaganda. 

You  will  remember  that  Hitler  from  his 
bunker  in  Berlin  ordered  the  men  around 
him  to  destroy  the  Germany  which  had  lost 
the  war.  Hitler  had  begun  with  cynical 
master-race  slogans  and  Jewish  scapegoats, 
wh'ose  money  he  coveted;  he  ended  by  de¬ 
creeing  that  the  master  race  was  not  worthy 
of  its  master  and  60  merited  destruction. 

Our  real  danger  is  that  we,  too,  may  be 
trapped  in  our  own  propaganda  Inventions. 
It  is  bad  enough  that  the  American  people 
have  so  little  opportunity  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  the  real  and  the  unreal.  It  is  far  more 
frightening  that  few  of  our  leaders  manage 
to  escape  the  contagion  of  their  own  propa¬ 
ganda. 

In  thinking  about  what  I  should  say  here 
it  occurred  to  me  that  perhaps  a  better  title 
for  my  remarks  would  be:  Is  there  an  Amer¬ 
ican  search  for  peace?  I  suspect  that  had 
I  done  so,  I  might  have  felt  vaguely  un¬ 
patriotic  and  I  think  my  sponsors  might  have 
worried  more  than  somewhat. 

\  And  yet  it  seems  to  me  that  the  question 
valid  and  that  if  we  answer  it  in  the  nega¬ 
tive  we  shall  have  arrived  at  the  only  clear, 
rational,  and  logical  explanation  of  Secretary 
of  StSHe  John  Foster  Dulles  and  his  policies/ 
Our  friends  and  allies  have  found  those  pol 
cies  incomprehensible  and  infuriating;  /fie 
most  charitable  word  they  apply  to  him, ^per¬ 
sonally  is  ^yileful.  But  having  said  “Vo”  to 
our  qeustionV  we  must  ask  then  whaj / Dulles 
is  doing.  \ 

It  seems  to  b\  clear  that  what  tfe  is  striv¬ 
ing  for  is  a  balan’ee  of  world  poorer,  a  balance 
weighted  in  our  fa\or,  but  a  balance. 

Let  me  put  it  this  way:  Jvhat  Secretary 
Dulles  is  seeking  is  mat  pea/e  as  such  but  a 
quite  different  state — aXcoridition  of  nonwar. 

I  have  the  highest  r^ferd  for  the  Secre¬ 
tary’s  brains.  Now  tlu£t\he  blight  of  Mc¬ 
Carthy  ism  is  past,  I/iope\t  is  unnecessary 
to  mention  that  I/accept  the  fact  of  his 
patriotism  exactly/as  I  do  mine  and  yours. 
But  I  am  trying  to'  find  out  where  we  are  and 
whither  we  are  /ending  and  it  dofeg  not  do  to 
accept  even  £ne  Secretary  of  Statue  as  the 
final  word. 

It  may  1/s  that  Secretary  Dulles  is  the  su¬ 
preme  realist  who  sees  the  facts  aboiit  the 
world  ag:  they  are  and  acts  accordingly^  It 
would/go  far  toward  explaining  why  whattee 
doesyeo  often  runs  athwart  of  what  he — ant 
thq  President — say.  It  may  be  that  peace  as' 
such  is  unattainable,  though  I  do  not  think 
?e  shall  know  that  until  we  have  tried  to 
'achieve  something  more  than  our  nonwar 
state. 

Some  younger  Americans  may  not  have 
much  memory  of  a  peaceful  world.  The  gen¬ 
eration  which  is  now  in  our  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  has  had  little  experience  with  a 
time  when  we  were  not  either  in  a  war,  lick¬ 
ing  the  wounds  of  one,  or  preparing  for  still 
another. 

Nevertheless,  we  at  least  have  an  emo¬ 
tional  understanding  of  the  meaning  of 
peace,  which  in  its  true  sense  is  a  positive 
and  creative  condition  rather  than  a  nega¬ 
tive  and  sterile  one.  I  know  no  better  de¬ 
scription  of  it  than  that  of  the  Bible,  a  time 
when  the  lion  lies  down  with  the  lamb  and 
the  swords  are  turned  with  confidence  into 
plowshares.  It  is  a  time  in  which  man¬ 
kind  can  turn  his  thoughts,  his  efforts,  his 
resources  into  the  pursuit  of  creative  rather 
than  destructive  activities. 

Certainly  the  desire  for  peace  is  one  of 
the  great  forces  which  moves  the  heart  of 
mankind.  It  moves  us  Americans.  It  must 
be  an  even  deeper  emotion  where  the  horror 
of  war  has  so  recently  made  itself  actually 
felt,  rather  than  more  or  less  remotely,  as 
with  us  in  the  past  four  generations.  It  is 
safe  to  say  that  a  Russian  of  Kiev  or  Stalin¬ 
grad,  or  an  Englishman  of  Coventry,  would 


feel  even  more  deeply  about  peace  than  mo^ 
of  us. 

It  is  perhaps  the  most  remarkable  i&cjf  of 
our  time  that  in  the  face  of  a'  universal 
desire  for  peace  and  hope  for  peace,  that  the 
best  we  find  our  leaders  searching  /or  is  a 
state  not  of  peace  but  of  nonwar.  ./Since  we 
must  assume  that  our  leaders  are/persons  of 
sense  and  sensibility,  capable^  of  logical 
thought,  subject  themselves  tq/the  emotions 
which  move  most  of  us,  we  /naturally  must 
ask  why  this  is  so. 

Why  is  it  that  a  state  o f  nonwar,  With  all 
its  costs  and  all  its  teflsions  and  ajl  its 
wastefulness — and  all  its  dangers  seems  pref¬ 
erable  to  a  state  of  peace? 

Before  we  go  into/that  question,  we  must 
examine  the  plan /  fact  that  a  full-scale 
nuclear  war  today' is  unthinkable.  No  sane, 
no  reasonable  m&n  today  would  commit  any 
nation  to  a  course  of  action  whose  outcome 
would  inevit/fbly  l^ad  to  a  new  world  war. 

A  single  fusion  bomb,  that  is  a  hydrogen 
bomb,  can  now  release  more  destructive? 
power  than  all  of  the  explosive  power  aimed 
at  the/Axis  powers  by  the  Allies  in  World 
War  Iff.  In  any  new  world  war  hundreds  of 
such  bombs — plus  countless  atomic  bombs — ■ 
would  be  unleashed  in  12  hours.  And  then 
ie  deadly,  unseen,  all-enveloping  force  of 
•adiation  would  surround  the  world,  leaving 
no  victor  and  no  vanquished,  no  combatant 
and  no  noncombatant.  That  is  the  real 
force,  the  final  force,  which  will  prevent 
reasonable  men  from  pushing  the  button 
which  would  start  a  major  war.  It  applies 
with  the  same  inexorability  to  us  as  to  the 
Russians. 

We  know  from  experience,  however,  that 
the  world  cannot  depend  on  government — or 
rule — by  reasonable  men  at  all  times.  We 
have  had  the  experience  of  Hitler  and  we 
know  that  if  it  had  been  within  his  power — 
if  he  had  had  H-bombs  and  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles,  he  would  have  taken  the 
whole  of  the  German  nation  with  him  in  his 
suicide  and  incidentally  the  whole  of  man¬ 
kind — if  he  had  been  able.  • 

That  is  the  dark  threat  of  a  state  of  war. 
We  must  ask  ourselves  then  why  we  seem  to 
be  settling  for  a  state  of  nonwar  with  its 
deadly  potential  of  a  Hitler  mentality  some¬ 
where  in  the  wings.  Why  does  not  the  desire 
for  a  just,  reliable,  and  stable  peace  burn 
within  our  souls  and  occupy  our  most 
creative  thoughts? 

If  the  couple  of  dozen  world  leaders  who 
are  capable  of  making  decisions  as  between 
peace  and  nonwar  or  war  itself  are  reasonable 
.men,  we  must  inquire  as  to  what  basis  in 
igic  and  reason  they  have  for  defying  the 
world's  longing  for  peace  and  what  would 
seem  to  most  of  us  the  simple  logic  of  peace. 

It\ould  be  said  that  this  couple  of  dozen 
leaders,  armed  with  these  powers  of  final  de¬ 
cision  over  the  life  of  mankind  do  not  trust 
each  othfe 

Mr.  Dulles  repeatedly  argues  that  Russia 
has  proved  teat  she  cannot  be  trusted.  He 
can  point  to  the  failure  of  the  Soviet  Union 
to  keep  the  pledges  of  Yalta  and  Potsdam. 
Can  we  say  -thaKit  is  unreasonable  of  Sec¬ 
retary  Dulles  to  alsk  for  a  demonstration  of 
sincerity  before  weNmake  commitments  and 
let  down  our  guard?\ 

But,  on  the  Soviet  side,  can  we  expect  any¬ 
thing  other  than  its  feverish  efforts,  obviously 
crowned  with  a  degree  oNsuccess,  to  match 
or  overmatch  or  offset  the\ring  of  military 
bases  with  which  we  have  surrounded  it? 

Respect  for  each  other's  murderous  poten¬ 
tial  may  keep  both  of  us  in  a  state  of  non¬ 
war.  It  would  take  more  than  teespect:  it 
would  require  trust  to  achieve  peace.  But 
very  recent  history  demonstrates  that  where 
friendship  and  collaboration  between  nations 
appears  convenient  and  desirable  it  is  Vuite 
possible  to  bridge  chasms  which  seemeck  at 
the  time  far  more  profound  than  those  which 
divide  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  intimate  collaboration  whicli 
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FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 
OF  1958 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3414)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  oth<” 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case!. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President - - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
some  Senator  desire  to  yield  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  me 
some  time? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Washington  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  for  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  regarding  section  2  of  S.  3414,  which 
contains  the  provision  which  allows  the 
Federal  Government  to  match  the  State 
funds  on  a  70-30  basis. 

I  have  in  my  hand  the  report,  at  page 
19  of  which  there  is  an  explanation  of  the 
matter  in  some  detail.  I  wish  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
because  of  a  somewhat  peculiar  situation 
existing  in  'the  State  of  Washington, 
which  I  have  informally  discussed  with 
the  Senator  and  with  other  members  of 
the  committee. 

If  a  State  desires  to  follow  the  course 
set  forth  in  the  bill,  and  if  it  becomes 
State  policy,  it  will  be  entitled  to  its  share, 
as  I  understand,  of  $400  million  for  ac¬ 
celerated  construction. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  be  matched  on  a  70-30 
basis. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  To  be  matched  on 
a  70-30  basis.  If  a  State  such  as  the 
State  of  Washington  decided  it  was  in 
favor  of  the  accelerated  program  and 
wished  to  participate  in  it,  and  if  the 
State  should  proceed  with  a  project  of  a 
highly  controversial  nature,  much 
needed,  such  as  a  bridge  which  would 
finally  connect  up  with  the  interstate 
highway  a  very  short  distance  away,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see,  under  section  2,  and  using  the  70-30 
matching  provision,  could  the  State  limit 
itself  to  one  project? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  bill  apportions  to  the 
States  amounts  determined  by  the  for¬ 
mula  written  into  existing  law. 

By  this  forfhula  the  share  of  the  State 
of  Washington  in  the  $400  million  would 
be  $6,562,000,  and  this  would  represent 
70  percent  of  the  cost  of  projects  which 
could  be  accomplished  under  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  committee  has  seen  fit  to  recom¬ 
mend  100  percent  transferability,  that 
is,  permission  to  the  States  to  use  the 
entire  apportionment  from  this  special 
economic  stimulus  of  $400  million  for 
1  year,  on  either  primary  highways,  sec- 
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ondary  highways,  or  urban  extensions 
of  those  systems. 

Therefore,  to  answer  the  Senator’s 
question,  if  a  project  is  a  part  of  the 
primary  highway  system  of  the  State 
of  Washington,  or  the  secondary  high¬ 
way  system  of  the  State  of  Washington, 
or  an  urban  extension  of  either,  it  is 
within  the  purview  of  this  bill  for  the 
State  to  apply  and  obtain  approval  and 
utilize  the  full  amount  on  one  project. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  presume,  from 
reading  the  report  and  some  of  the  testi¬ 
mony,  that  this  section,  and  the  item 
of  $400  million,  were  obviously  placed 
in  the  bill  to  accelerate  the  program  for 
the  coming  year. 

It  is  provided,  is  it  not,  that  if  this 
plan  were  accepted  and  approved  by  the 
State  of  Washington  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  contracts  would  have  to 
be  let  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  and 
all  the  funds  would  have  to  be  obligated 
or  contracted  for  within  the  year? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  exact  provision  is 
that  funds  shall  be  available  for  expen¬ 
diture  pursuant  to  contracts  awarded 
by  the  State  highway  departments  prior 
to  December  1,  1953,  which  contracts 
shall  provide  for  completion  of  con¬ 
struction  prior  to  December  1,  1959. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  5  additional  minutes. 

One  member  of  the  subcommittee  has 
suggested  that,  though  the  money  must 
be  paid  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  pro¬ 
viding  for  completion  prior  to  December 
31,  1959,  we  should  perhaps  add  a  provi¬ 
sion  such  as  the  following: 

Subject  to  delays  caused  by  circumstances 
and  conditions  beyond  the  control  of  and 
without  the  fault  of  any  contractor  on  such 
contracts,  and  delays  created  by  acts  of  God. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  that  would 
be  a  wise  suggestion,  because  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  have  an  exact  cutoff  date.  Even 
though  it  is  clearly  the  intention  of  the 
State  to  complete  the  project  within  the 
year,  and  it  has  let  the  contracts,  there 
may  be  delays  beyond  the  control  of  the 
State.  I  believe  that  the  suggested  pro¬ 
vision  would  be  wise. 

Mr.  GORE.  Tfiis  proposal  is  being 
circulated  among  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee,  and  shortly  we  shall  know 
their  opinion. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  read  from  page 
19  of  the  report: 

These  additional  funds  will  be  available 
for  expenditure  on  the  primary,  secondary, 
or  urban  systems,  without .  limitation  as  to 
the  percentage  to  be  utilized  on  any  system, 
which  would  permit  transfer  or  interchange 
of  apportionments  between  these  systems, 
and  grant  the  States  more  flexibility  in  using 
the  funds  where  need  is  greatest  and  in 
areas  where  unemployment  is  greatest. 

I  presume  the  committee  had  in  mind 
that  a  showing  of  unemployment  in  a 
given  area  might  be  one  of  the  criteria 
for  approval  by  the  Federal  Government 
in  this  case. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  say  that  the 
committee  had  in  mind  that  that  would 
be  a  criterion.  This  is  really  a  statement 
of  the  reasons  why  the  committee 


granted  the  100-percent  transferability, 
as  between  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  extensions. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  supplement 
what  the  able  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  said  in  response  to  the  interroga¬ 
tories  of  the  Senator  from  Washington. 

The  apportionment  is  made  to  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  a  regular  scale, 
and  45  percent  is  apportioned  for  pri¬ 
mary  highways,  30  percent  for  second¬ 
ary  highways,  and  25  percent  for  urban 
extensions.  But  once  the  State  gets  the 
money,  it  has  complete  freedom,  with 
respect  to  its  share  of  the  $400  million, 
to  decide  where  the  money  is  to  be  spent 
within  the  State.  So  the  determination 
of  an  economic  condition  would  be 
wholly  within  the  decision  of  the  State. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Also,  if  the  State 
decided  to  transfer  or  use  the  entire 
amount  on  a  project  which  could  be  com¬ 
pleted  within  a  reasonable  time — 1  year, 
for  example— the  question  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  situation  would  be  at  least  a  cri¬ 
terion  for  the  State  to  decide. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes. 
That  is  why  the  time  element  was  intro¬ 
duced. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  other  words,  instead 
of  this  language  in  the  report  indicating 
a  requirement  that  the  State  cite  the 
economic  condition  as  a  criterion,  it  is 
rather  a  statement  of  the  reasons  why 
the  committee  has  recommended  100- 
percent  transferability. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  that  factor 
would  probably  be  cited  by  the  State  as 
a  reason  for  its  action. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  would  certainly  be  a 
very  good  reason. 

As  I  understand  the  able  Senator,  he 
is  referring  to  the  construction  of  a  proj  - 
ect,  such  as  a  bridge  or  abutment,  on  a 
State  route  in  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  A  State  primary 
route. 

Mr.  GORE.  Funds  would  be  available 
therefor,  as  they  would  be  available  for 
a  tunnel  in  Boston  that  was  on  the  sys¬ 
tem,  or  an  urban  extension  of  a  primary 
or  secondary  highway,  or  a  bridge  or 
abutment  in  Tennessee  or  South  Dakota. 
The  committee  felt  that  the  flexibility 
would  aid  the  States  in  placing  this 
money  under  contract  at  the  earliest 
possible  time. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes  from  the 
time  allotted  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
which  I  offered  some  time  ago. 

The  amendment  which  is  now  pending 
is  one  which  would  add  a  new  clause  to 
the  law  relating  to  public  hearings  for 
the  location  of  segments  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System.  The  present  law,  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  section  116,  provides:  " 

Public  hearings.  Any  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  which  submits  plans  for  a  Federal- 
aid  highway  project  involving  the  bypassing 
of  or  going  through  any  city,  town,  or  vil¬ 
lage,  either  incorporated  or  unincorporated, 
shall  certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  that  it  has  had  public  hearings  or  has 
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afforded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings, 
and  has  considered  the  economic  effects  of 
such  a  location. 

That  provision  was  written  into  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  I  think,  upon  the 
motion  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  who  felt  that  a  town  that  was 
bypassed  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  before  the  new  route  was  finally 
established. 

Following  its  enactment,  this  provision 
has  been  observed  by  the  State  high¬ 
way  commissions,  and  many  towns  and 
communities  have  held  public  hearings. 
The  conduct  of  those  hearings  for  the 
benefit  of  towns  and  communities  has 
aroused  a  desire  on  the  part  of  ranchers 
and  farmers  for  a  like  opportunity  to 
be  heard  on  the  location  of  highways. 

Consequently,  following  the  request  of 
some  livestock  associations,  I  am  pro¬ 
posing  that  the  present  clause  providing 
for  public  hearings  for  towns  and  small 
communities  shall  have  added  to  it  the 
words:  “and  any  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  which  submits  plans  for  an  Inter¬ 
state  System  project  shall  certify  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it 
has  had  public  hearings  at  a  convenient 
location,  or  has  afforded  the  opportunity 
for  such  hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  en¬ 
abling  persons  in  rural  areas  through 
or  by  whose  property  the  highway  will 
pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may 
have  'to  the  proposed  location  of  such 
highway.” 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  testi¬ 
fied,  as  did  various  State  highway  com¬ 
missioners,  that  the  provision  presently 
in  the  law,  which  requires  certification 
of  an  opportunity  for  hearings  having 
been  afforded  had  not  hindered  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  highways,  but  that  that 
provision  was  rather  welcome? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  They  spoke  very  highly  of  the 
operation  of  the  provision  for  public 
hearings,  which  is  provided  in  the  1956 
act. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  would  merely  extend  this  provision 
to  other  groups,  to  give  them  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  have  public  hearings  held.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  is  correct.  It  is  my  conviction  that 
this  will  be  an  effective  provision  and 
will  save  money.  I  know  of  one  occa¬ 
sion  in  my  own  State  of  a  road  being 
constructed  through  some  ranch  coun¬ 
try.  Had  hearings  been  held,  the  road 
would  have  been  located  differently,  and 
it  would  have  saved  some  money  for  the 
State  and  the  Federal  Government.  The 
amendment  would  provide  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  the  people*  affected  to  be 
heard. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  back 
his  time? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do. 

\ 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question- -is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  call  amendment  No. 
2  on  the  sheet  I  have  distributed  to 
Senators. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  24, 
after  line  21,  it  is  proposed  to  insert  the 
following : 

TITLE  n.  AMENDMENTS  TO  HIGHWAY  REVENUE 
ACT  OF  1956 

Sec.  201.  Section  209  of  the  Highway  Reve¬ 
nue  Act  of  1956,  entitled  “Highway  Trust 
Fund,’’  is  amended  as  follows:  In  paragraph 
(c)  (1)  strike  out  the  subparagraph  (C) 
which  reads: 

“50  percent  of  the  tax  received  after  June 
30,  1957,  under  section  4061  (a)  (1)  (tax  on 
trucks,  buses,  etc. ) ;  ”  — 

and  insert  in  lieu  thereof : 

“100  percent  of  the  tax  received  after  June 
30,  1957,  under  section  4061  (a)  (1)  (tax  on 
trucks,  buses,  etc.).” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes.  At 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  unless  a 
Senator  desires  to  speak  in  opposition, 
I  shall  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time  and  withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  the  amendment 
at  this  time  for  the  purpose  of  having  in 
the  Record  a  reference  to  this  problem. 
This  amendment  for  which,  in  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  under 
which  the  Senate  is  operating,  an  ex¬ 
ception  was  made  on  the  point  of  ger¬ 
maneness. 

The  Highway  Act  of  1956  contains  two 
titles,  the  first  of  which  is  the  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956,  and  the  second,  the  Rev¬ 
enue  Act  of  1956.  As  Senators  who  are 
familiar  with  the  legislation  know,  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956  proposed  to  put  the 
financing  of  the  Interstate  System  and 
the  ABC  routes  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

Title  II  created  a  highway  trust  fund, 
into  which  were  placed  certain  revenues. 
It  is  now  evident,  with  the  increased  cost 
of  the  Interstate  System,  that  those  rev¬ 
enues  will  not  put  enough  money  into 
the  highway  trust  fund  to  keep  the  ap¬ 
portionments  payable  on  a  current  basis 
without  supplementary  revenues. 

At  the  same  time,  there  is  talk  in  Con¬ 
gress  about  a  possible  reduction  in  ex¬ 
cise  taxes.  The  Highway  Revenue  Act  of 
1956  placed  in  the  trust  fund  50  percent 
of  the  yield  from  the  exicse  tax  on 
trucks  and  buses.  Should  the  current 
talk  about  a  tax  reduction  result  in  a 
reduction  of  excise  taxes,  and,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  in  the  excise  tax  on  trucks  and 
buses,  obviously  the  return  from  that 
particular  excise  tax  going  into  the  trust 
fund  would  be  reduced  by  a  propor¬ 
tionate  amount. 

Should  the  excise  tax  on  trucks  and 
buses  be  reduced  by  50  percent,  the  reve¬ 
nue  going  into  the  trust  fund  from  that 
source  would  be  25  percent  of  the  total 
revenue. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  principle 
of  placing  in  the  highway  trust  fund 
revenue  from  the  excise  tax  on  trucks 
and  buses  was  established  in  the  act  of 
1956,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  principle 


would  not  be  violated  in  any  degree  if 
100  percent  of  that  tax  revenue  were  to 
go  into  the  highway  trust  fund.  If  we 
were  to  provide  for  100  percent  of  that 
tax  to  go  into  the  trust  fund,  instead 
of  50  percent,  then  the  trust  fund  would 
not  be  injured  in  the  event  the  excise 
tax  should  be  reduced  by  50  percent. 

I  see  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Potter]  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Virginia,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Finance  [Mr.  Byrd], 
and  the  adviser  to  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Finance,  Mr.  Stam. 

I  have  placed  this  matter  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  time  in  order  to  bring  the 
situation  to  their  attention,  so  that  if 
an  excise  tax  reduction  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  on  Finance 
during  the  session  of  Congress,  they  will  ' 
give  consideration  to  what  will  happen 
to  the  highway  trust  fund  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  respect. 

Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  have  suggested  the 
removal  or  a  reduction  of  the  excise  tax 
on  trucks  and  buses.  Since  50  percent 
of  that  tax  has  been  earmarked  for 
the  highway  trust  fund,  I  have  sug¬ 
gested  that  should  the  tax  be  reduced 
50  percent,  rather  than  50  percent  of 
the  revenue  from  such  taxes  being  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  trust  fund,  the  entire  100 
percent  should  be  so  allocated. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is, 

100  percent  of  the  returns. 

Mr.  POTTER.  That  is  correct.  The 
trust  fund  would  receive  the  same 
amount  it  receives  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
precisely  what  is  proposed  in  the  lang¬ 
uage  of  my  amendment  although  I  shall 
not  press.  The  reason  I  shall  not  press 
it  is  that,  while  it  is  in  order  under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  I  rec¬ 
ognize  that  it  is  a  revenue  measure  ©r 
an  appropriation  measure,  depending^ 
upon  one’s  point  of  view,  and  I  feel  that 
probably  better  results  would  be  obtained 
if,  with  this  notice,  the  proposal  came 
to  the  attention  of  the  proper  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
where  revenue  bills  originate. 

Mr.  POTTER.  I  wish  to  assure  the 
Senator  that  no  other  Member  of  the 
Senate  is  more  interested  than  I  am  in 
having  the  excise  tax  removed  from  au¬ 
tomobiles  and  trucks  and  parts.  I  con¬ 
cur  in  the  expression  of  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  that  the  highway 
trust  fund  should  not  be  penalized  be¬ 
cause  of  a  reduction  of  excise  taxes. 

If  the  excise  tax  on  trucks  and  buses 
could  be  reduced,  the  reduction  should 
be  made  in  such  a  manner. that  the  trust 
fund  would  still  receive  the  same  amount 
of  money.  In  other  words,  if  the  tax 
were  cut  by  50  percent,  the  whole  100 
percent  of  the  tax  should  be  allocated 
to  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  have 
observed  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  appreciates  the  precise 
problem  which  is  here  presented.  I  am 
glad  to  have  his  support  for  the  idea 
as  it  is  presented.  The  50  percent  of  the 
excise  tax  on  trucks  and  buses  places 
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in  the  highway  trust  fund,  I  believe, 
from  $160  million  to  $175  million  a  year. 
Obviously,  a  50-percent  reduction  in  that 
amount  would  further  weaken  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund. 

Mr.  President,  unless  there  is  further 
discussion,  I  withdraw  the  amendment 
and  yield  back  the  remainder  of  my 
time.- 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  yields  back 
the  remainder  of  his  time.  The  amend¬ 
ment  is  withdrawn. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  designated 
3-25-58-A  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  19, 
beginning  with  line  25,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  all  down  to  and  including  line 
14  on  page  20  and  to  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  x 

Sec.  H.  (a)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  111  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Reimbursement  with  respect  to  relo¬ 
cation  of  publicly  and  cooperatively  owned 
utilities:  Subject  to  the  conditions  contained 
in  this  section,  whenever  a  State  shall  pay 
for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  publicly  or  co¬ 
operatively  owned  utility  facilities  necessi¬ 
tated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on 
the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary  sys¬ 
tems  or  on  the  Interstate  System,  including 
extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas,  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion 
as  Federal  funds  are  expended  on  the  proj¬ 
ect:  Provided,  That  Federal  funds  shall  not 
be  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  when  the  payment  to  the  utility  violates 
the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal  con¬ 
tract  between  the  utility  and  the  State. 

“(b)  Reimbursement  with  respect  to  relo¬ 
cation  of  privately  owned  utilities:  When¬ 
ever  a  State  under  State  law  is  required  to 
pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation  of  privately  owned  utility  facilities 
necessitated  by  the  construction  of  a  project 
on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems, 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion 
as  Federal  funds  are  expended  on  the  proj¬ 
ect  not  to  exceed  70  percent  of  such  cost 
which  the  State  is  obligated  to  pay:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be 
made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  him 
shall  have  been  presented  to  the  Secretary 
substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State  has 
paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds.’’ 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  my  right  to  the  floor,  I  request 
the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Reserving  my 
right  to  the  floor,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
for  the  quorum  call  will  come  out  of  the 
time  allotted  to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 
Does  the  Senator  from  Texas  withdraw 
his  request  for  a  quorum  call? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  withdraw  my 
request  for  a  quorum  call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  The  amendment 
I  have  proposed  to  S.  3414  is  to  section  11 
(a).  In  effect,  it  is  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  as  amended  by  the  Hruska 
amendment.  It  provides,  in  section  (a). 


that  in  c$se  there  is  a  relocation  of  a 
publicly  or  cooperatively  owned  utility 
facility,  the  publicly  or  cooperatively 
owned  utility  will  be  reimbursed  for  all 
costs  of  removal  at  the  same  rate  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  1956  law. 

Section  (b)  provides  that  with  respect 
to  privately  owned  utility  facilities  re¬ 
imbursement  will  be  at  the  rate  of  70 
percent  of  the  cost  of  removal,  if  the 
State  is  obligated  to  pay  for  it.  Under 
the  Hruska  amendment,  private  utilities 
will  be  reimbursed  up  to  90  percent  if  the 
State  pays  the  cost.  The  question  is 
not  whether  the  State  is  required  to  pay, 
but  if  the  State  does  pay  the  cost  there 
will  be  reimbursement. 

Under  my  amendment,  private  util¬ 
ities  would  be  reimbursed  by  the  Federal 
Government  only  if  the  State  were  re¬ 
quired  to  reimburse  them. 

The  occasion  for  the  amendment  is 
this:  In  1956  the  highway  law  was 
amended  to  provide  that  if  a  State  paid 
a  utility  company  for  moving  its  facil¬ 
ities,  the  Federal  Government  would 
bear  90  percent  of  the  cost.  After  that, 
there  was  generally  unlicensed  brigand¬ 
age  practiced  on  the  fund.  The  situa¬ 
tion  grew  so  alarming  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  presided  over  by  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  wrote 
into  the  bill  which  was  reported  by  the 
committee  a  provision  to  stop  that  prac¬ 
tice;  not  to  prevent  the  private  uitlities 
from  being  reimbursed  for  their  relocat¬ 
ing  costs,  but  only  if  the  States  had  to 
bear  those  costs. 

What  happened?  After  the  1956  act 
was  passed,  it  was  proposed  in  a  number 
of  States  that  the  State  serve  as  a  kind 
of  pipeline  to  let  the  private  utilities 
go  into  the  Federal  Treasury  and  draw 
money  out.  New  laws  were  proposed  in 
38  States  in  1  year.  In  only  15  of  those 
States  did  the  proposals  become  laws. 
In  6  States  such  laws  were  passed,  but 
the  State  Governors  had  the  courage  and 
the  principle  to  veto  them.  I  shall  call 
the  roll  of  the  States  which  would  not 
put  up  with  the  steal  which  the  United 
States  Senate  is  being  asked  to  swallow. 

Twenty-four  States — half  the  States 
of  the  Union — within  the  past  2  years 
would  not  stomach  what  the  Senate  was 
asked  to  stomach  last  night;  24  States 
of  the  Union  said,  in  effect,  “No;  it  is 
immoral.  It  is  wrong.”  The  legislatures 
of  18  States  said,  “We  will  not  pass  such 
a  law.  We  will  not  permit  the  private 
utilities  to  steal  money  from  the  public 
treasury  and  put  it  into  their  pockets, 
even  though  it  be  only  10  percent.” 

I  call  attention  to  the  point  raised  last 
night  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Russell],  when  he  said  that  a 
mere  10  percent  was  not  enough  to  re¬ 
quire  a  State  to  contribute;  that  Con¬ 
gress  ought  to  stop,,  and  consider  the 
question  further.  He  last  night  pleaded 
for  a  30-percent  payment  by  the  States, 
so  that  the  States  would  stop  and  ex¬ 
amine  and  consider  what  was  going  on, 
before  they  determined  that  they  would 
pay  private  utility  companies.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  now  to  that  plea  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Eighteen  States  defeated  the  sugges¬ 
tion  made  last  year  that  they  be  merely 
the  agents  to  collect  money  from  the 


United  States  Treasury  and  to  give  it  to 
the  private  utilities.  I  want  to  read  the 
roll  of  States  whose  legislatures  rejected 
such  a  proposal  when  it  was  made  by  the 
private  utility  lobbyists: 

Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  Califor¬ 
nia,  Georgia,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Maryland, 
Michigan,  Missouri,  New  Hampshire, 
Ohio,  Oregon,  South  Dakota,  Vermont, 
Washington,  West  Virginia,  and  Wiscon¬ 
sin.  / 

Several  States  passed  laws  to  authorize 
taking  the  money  out  of  the  public  treas¬ 
ury  and  giving  it  to  the  private  utilities. 
But  in  those  States,  six  States  whose  leg¬ 
islatures  passed  such  bills,  the  governors 
said:  “No;  we  will  not  have  such  laws.” 
These  are  the  six  States,  the  governors 
of  which,  vetoed  such  bills:  Colorado, 
Kansas,  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode 
Island,  and  Wyoming. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  is  allotted?  Is  it  30 
minutes  to  each  side? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  30  minutes. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  How  much  tihie 
has  been  used? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  used  5  minutes; 
he  has  25  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  5  minutes  more. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  '  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for  5 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  for  a  question,  but  only 
for  a  question,  since  my  time  is  limited. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas. 

In  subsection  (a)  of  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Texas — it  is  the  sub¬ 
section  entitled  “Reimbursement  With 
Respect  to  Relocation  of  Publicly  and 
Cooperatively  Owned  Utilities” — I  notice 
the  following  language: 

Subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  this 
section — ■ 

I  point  out  particularly  the  following 
language —  / 

whenever  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of 
relocation  of  publicly  or  cooperatively  owned 
utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
or  secondary  systems  or  on  the  Interstate 
System, 

And  so  forth.  Then  I  turn  to  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  the  Senator’s  amendment, 
which  is  entitled  “Reimbursement  With 
Respect  to  Relocation  of  Privately  Owned 
Utilities”;  and  in  that  subsection  I  find 
the  following  language,  which  is  quite 
different  from  the  language  of  subsection 
(a) : 

Whenever  a  State  under  State  law  is  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost 
of  relocation — 

And  so  forth.  Would  the  Senator  from 
Texas  consider  using  in  subsection  (b) 
the  same  language  he  has  used  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  No.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  has  pointed  out 
the  difference  between  the  two  subsec- 
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tions,  and  it  was  my  purpose  to  have 
that  difference  exist  between  the  two 
subsections.  The  point  to  which  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  referred 
is  the  very  basis  of  the  difference,  which 
is  intentional. 

Subsection  (a)  deals  with  the  payment 
of  governmental  tax  funds  for  the  cost 
of  relocation  of  publicly  or  cooperatively 
owned  utility  facilities;  whereas  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  deals  with  reimbursement  for 
the  cost  of  relocation  of  privately  owned 
utility  facilities,  facilities  of  utilities 
which  are  organized  or  incorporated  to 
make  a  profit,  to  make  money  for  them¬ 
selves.  I  point  out  that  it  is  not  legiti¬ 
mate  for  privately  owned  utilities  to 
make  money  by  obtaining  it  from  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  -REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  The  Senator 
from  Texas  well  knows  that  if  such  re¬ 
imbursement  is  not  made  to  a  privately 
owned  utility,  a  new  and  higher  base  for 
the  rates  it  charges  the  public  will  be 
established. 

If  the  language  of  subsection  (b)  of 
the  amendment  remains  as  it  is,  no  con¬ 
sideration  at  all  will  be  given  to  States 
which  have  no  law  on  the  subject  of 
payment  to  such  relocation,  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  the  people  of  those  States  will 
be  required  to  pay  higher  rates  for  the 
utility  service,  based  upon  the  cost  of 
moving  the  utilities.  In  that  way,  fa¬ 
vored  treatment  will  be  given  to  the 
States  which  have  passed  laws  dealing 
with  such  reirflbursement  or  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
under  my  amendment  a  State  would  have 
to  pay  30  percent  of  the  cost  of  removal 
of  the  facilities  of  such  a  privately 
owned  utility.  I  predict  that  in  a  short 
period  of  years  not  many  States  will  dig 
down  into  their  pockets  to  pay  out  30 
percent  of  that  cost. 

I  point  out  that  this  situation  devel¬ 
oped  mainly  under  the  1956  act,  by 
means  of  which  Uncle  Sam  was  paying 
90  percent  of  the  cost. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  fur¬ 
ther  to  me? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  If  the  Senator 
from  Texas  leaves  the  language  of  sub- 
sectiori  (b)  of  his  amendment  as  it  is, 
there  will  be  a  discrimination  in  favor 
of  States  which  have  laws  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  reimbursement  for  cost  of  reloca¬ 
tion,  and  a  discrimination  against  States 
which  do  not  have  such  laws. 

In  the  case  of  States  which  do  not 
have  laws  on  the  subject  of  such  reim¬ 
bursement,  the  amendment  as  it  now 
stands  would  impose  on  them  either  the 
burden  of  paying  practically  the  entire 
cost  of  the  relocation  of  such  facilities, 
without  reimbursement;  or  the  utilities 
would  pay  the  cost  and  increase  their 
rates  to  the  people ;  whereas  other  States 
would  receive  reimbursement  up  to  70 
percent  of  such  cost. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  no  objection  to  having  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  argue  the  point 


he  has  in  mind,  but  he  should  do  so  in 
the  time  available  to  those  who  oppose 
the  amendment. 

Inasmuch  as  only  30  minutes  is  avail¬ 
able  to  Senators  who  join  me  in  support¬ 
ing  the  amendment,  at  this  time  I  wish 
to  proceed; 

Mr.  President,  it  has  been  shown  that 
since  the  1956  act  was  passed,  40  States 
have  sought  to  amend  the  law.  That 
shows  that  not  more  than  eight  States 
had  such  reimbursement  provisions  or 
laws  at  the  time  when  the  1956  act  went 
into  effect. 

Yesterday  evening,  in  response  to  ques¬ 
tioning  by  the  able  junior  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Carroll],  it  was  devel¬ 
oped  that  the  cost  of  these  relocations 
amounted  to  approximately  3  percent  of 
the  entire  $3  billion— in  other  words, 
approximately  $30  million.  That  would 
be  the  cost  of  relocating  the  service  roads 
and  the  facilities  on  the  lateral  rights- 
of  way.  Thirty  million  dollars  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  Texas  has  yielded 
to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  2  additional  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texa'S  is  recognized  for  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
if  there  is  an  injustice,  it  is  not  in  the 
case  of  the  40  States  which  do  not  have 
such  laws.  Instead,  the  injustice  is  in 
the  case  of  the  eight  States  which  do 
have  such  laws.  We  should  not  ask  the 
40  States  to  pass  unjust  laws,  simply 
because_8  States  have  laws  which  in¬ 
ordinately  favor  the  private  utilities. 
Under  those  circumstances  we  should 
not  say  that  the  other  40  States  should 
provide  that  governmental  tax  funds 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  pockets  of  the 
taxpayers  and  should  be  used  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  President,  out  of  whose  pockets 
would  such  funds  be  taken?  In  the  case 
of  single  persons,  they  would  be  taken 
out  of  the  taxes  paid  by  those  who  earn 
$70  a  month  or  more,  and  who  thus  are 
required  to  pay  income  taxes.  In  the 
case  of  married  persons  who  have  no 
children,  such  tax  funds  would  be  taken 
out  of  the  pockets  of  childless  married 
couples  earning  $125  a  month  or  more — 
$125  a  month,  or  $1,500  a  year.  Such 
couples  probably  are  paying  income 
taxes,  and  therefore  the  taxes  they  pay 
would  be  used  in  part  to  make  these  pay¬ 
ments  for  the  cost  of  the  relocation  of 
the  facilities  of  privately  owned  utilities. 

Should  the  taxes  paid  by  those  per¬ 
sons  be  used  in  order  to  have  a  State 
pay  to  a  private  utility  more  than  70 
percent  of  the  cost  of  relocating  its  fa¬ 
cilities? 

Of  course,  if  the  right-of-way  is  owned 
by  the  utility,  then,  if  such  roads  are 
to  be  built  there  and  if  the  facilities  lo¬ 
cated  on  the  right-of-way  are  to  be 
moved,  the  Government  will  have  to  con¬ 
demn  the  land.  In  that  case  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  pay,  not  only  for  the  land 
itself,  but  also  for  the  cost  of  moving 
the  facilities — every  pole,  every  inch  of 
pipeline  which  the  utility  already  has 
constructed  on  that  land — to  the  new 
location. 


But  if  the  land  is  owned  by  the  uitlity, 
it  will  have  been  paid,  in  the  first  place, 
for  the  cost  of  establishing  or  locating 
its  equipment  there;  such  payment  will 
have  been  received  by  it  by  means  of 
rates  fixed  for  the  service  the  utility  ren¬ 
ders  to  the  public.  As  I  have  said,  if  the 
utility  actually  owns  that  land,  and  if 
the  land  is  taken  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  to  be  used  for  these  roads,  the 
utility  will  be  •paid  100  cents  on  the 
dollar  for  all  the  land  taken;  that  pay¬ 
ment  will  be  paid  under  condemnation 
proceedings,  under  the  right  of  eminent 
domain.  Under  such  circumstances, 
when  land  privately  owned  is  taken  for 
this  governmental  purpose,  the  owner  of 
the  land  is  paid,  not  only  for  the  value 
of  the  land  on  a  square-foot  basis,  but 
also  for  whatever  investment  he  has 
made  in  facilities  constructed  on  the 
land. 

In  short,  full  reimbursement  will  be 
received  by  a  utility  which  owns  land 
which  is  taken  for  that  purpose,  and 
the  utility  will  also  receive  full  reim¬ 
bursement  for  the  cost  of  relocating 
the  poles  or  other  facilities  it  has  erected 
or  established  oh  that  land. 

It  is  only  in  the  case  of  utilities  which 
have  established  their  facilities  on  pub¬ 
licly  owned  land  that  a  request  is  being 
made  to  have  the  tajc  funds  which  have 
been  obtained  from  the  people  used  to 
make  these  payments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ad¬ 
ditional  time  the  Senator  from  Texas 
has  yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  yield  myself  1  additional  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for 
1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  no  prejudice  against  the  utilities. 
We  want  them  to  render  good  service, 
and  we  want  them  to  have  financial 
structures  adequate  to  enable  them  to 
give  the  people  good  service. 

But  what  I  object  to  is  a  largesse 
which  would  come  out  of  the  pockets 
of  the  taxpayers. 

The  utilities  have  had  their  rate  struc¬ 
tures  based  on  charges  sufficiently  high 
to-  enable  them  to  make  a  profit.  But 
they  say,  “In  addition,  we  want  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  reach  into  the  pockets  of 
the  taxpayers  and  get  some  money  and 
give  it  to  us.” 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  to  me, 
in  my  time?  ' 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH,  f  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  will  have 
to  obtain  time  from  the  Senator  from 
JST  ebraska 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  have  been  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  time  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  is  under  the  control  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee'. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Then 
does  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  desire 
to  yield  time  to  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Texas,  in 
order  that  he  may  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  used  a  considerable  amount  of 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


4953 


the  time  available  to  those  who  favor  this 
amendment.  I  would  pre'fer  to  have  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  use  some  of 
the  time  available  to  the  other  side. 

Mr.  GORE.  Very  well,  Mr.  President. 
I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Revercomb], 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  I  have  no  quarrel  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough] 
as  regards  90  percent  reimbursement,  or 
whatever  it  may  be,  for  the  publicly 
owned  utilities  and  cooperatives,  and  70 
percent  for  those  whose  facilities  are 
privately  owned. 

But  under  subsection  (b)  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas — 
the  subsection  which  deals  with  the 
privately  owned  utilities,  I  desire  to 
point  out  that  the  subsection  would  re¬ 
quire  that  there  be  a  State  law  for  such 
reimbursement,  whereas  the  Senator 
from  Texas  knows  that  some  States  have 
no  State  law  on  that  subject. 

Therefore,  in  those  States — including 
my  own,  so  I  am  advised — there  could 
he  no  reimbursement,  and  thus  the  cost 
would  be  reflected  in  the  rate  base  of 
the  utility7and  consequently  the  people 
living  in  those  States  would  have  to  pay 
a  higher  rate  for  the  cost  of  removing 
the  facilities,  rather  than  to  have  it  paid 
in  connection  with  this  roadbuilding 
program,  with  the  result  that  a  rank  and 
raw  discrimination  would  be  made  in 
favor  of  the  States  which  have  passed 
laws  on  this  subject,  as  against  those 
which  have  not  passed  laws  on  the  point. 

That  is  a  fault  I  find  Mth  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  able  Senator  from  Texas. 
If  he  could  correct  that  language,  I  think 
it  would  strengthen  his  amendment  very 
much.  _ 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  that  last  year  the 
legislature  of  his  State  considered  such 
a  proposed  law,  but  would  not  enact  it. 
The  legislature  of  his  State  would  not 
swallow  it,  but  he  is  asking  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  to  swallow  it. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  No;  I  am  asking 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  to  be 
fair  on  the  subject.  To  make  the  re¬ 
imbursement  apply  to  all  States — other¬ 
wise  it  should  apply  to  none.  The 
amendment  would  not  only  make  cer¬ 
tain  States  swallow  it,  but  would  make 
those  States  which  wanted  to  protect 
their  own  people  swallow  something^ 
worse;  because  there  would  be  70  per¬ 
cent  reimbursement  for  the  States  that 
had  passed  a  local  law,  and  not  one  cent 
reimbursement  for  those  which  had  not, 
with  the  result  that  the  people  of  those 
States  would  have  to  pay  these  higher 
rates  for  the  cost  of  relocation. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  A  minority  of 
the  States  have  passed  such  a  law.  I 
predict  they  will  repeal  them.  My  State 
passed  such  a  law.  The  Governor  did 
not  veto  it.  It  was  said,  "We  want  it  if 
the  Federal  Government  wants  it.  Yes, 

-  we  will  let  the  utilities  use  us  as  pipelines 
if  the  Federal  Government  places  a  con¬ 
dition  in  the  law.”  Some  States  have 
placed  a  condition  in  the  law  that  they 
will  collect  only  if  Uncle  Sam  will  be 


Santa  Claus  for  the  utilities,  and  that 
they  will  not  pay  it  themselves. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Reverting  to  the 
fundamental  principle,  the  Senator 
would  penalize  those  who  live  in  States 
which  have  not  passed  laws  for  local  re¬ 
imbursement.  He  would  give  to  the 
States  which  passed  such  laws  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  said  his  own  State  had  passed 
such  a  law - 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  point  out  that 
my -own  State - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  has  the 
floor,  unless  he  desires  to  yield. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator,  whatever  State  is  involved,  he 
is  trying  to  say  to  people  of  States  which 
have  passed  such  a  law,  “You  will  get 
reimbursement,”  whereas  he  is  saying  to 
the  people  of  States  which  have  not 
passed  such  a  law,  “The  cost  of  doing 
this  shall  be  placed  in  the  rate  base  of 
the  utility,  and  the  people  will  have  to 
pay  for  it.”  That  is  what  I  am  pointing 
out. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  should  like 
again  to  refer  to  what  was  stated  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell]  last  night.  If  the  payments  to  the 
States  were  on  the  basis  of  30  percent, 
there  would  not  be  an  effort  to  pass  such 
a  law  in  40  States  in  1  year. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 

boo  PYTllVPrl 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the  is¬ 
sue  before  the  Senate  was  fully  debated 
yesterday.  Earlier  today  I  made  a  slight 
correction  with  respect  to  the  cost  of 
relocation  of  utilities  in  the  road-build¬ 
ing  program.  It  applies  only  to  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  as  it  presently  exists. 

Yesterday  it  was  suggested  the  cost 
would  be  3  percent  of  the  overall  cost, 
which  would  be  $1,100,000,000.  The  fact 
is  that  the  cost  is  closer  to  one  percent. 
One  percent  of  $37  billion  is  $370  million, 
but  not  even  all  of  that  amount  is  here 
.involved.  The  only  amount  here  in¬ 
volved,  as  the  basis  for  a  giveaway,  if 
I  may  use  that  term,  is  20  percent  of 
$370  million,  or  $74  million,  if  all  the  re¬ 
location  costs  are  attributable  to  private 
utilities,  which  they  are  not.  So  there  is 
not  any  giveaway  of  $1  billion,  or  any¬ 
thing  like  it.  The  sum  involved  is  ap¬ 
proximately  $50  million.  But  even  that 
is  a  lot  of  money,  and  I  think  we  should 
'give  some  consideration  to  it,  as  I  shall 
proceed  to  do. 

Many  States  did  change  their  laws 
after  the  passage  of  the  Highway  Act 
of  1956,  but  different  conditions  pre¬ 
vailed  after  the  passage  of  that  law  from 
those  which  have  prevailed  theretofore, 
Let  me  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
to  the  fact  that  in  1952  $25  million  a 
year  was  allowed  for  the  construction 
of  the  Interstate  Highway  System.  Now 
that  amount  has  been  raised  to  $2  bil¬ 
lion,  which  Is  an  increase  of  approxi¬ 
mately  80  times,  or  800  percent.  It  is 
one  thing  for  utilities,  whether  they  are 
publicly  owned  or  privately  owned,  to 
put  up  money  for  the  construction  of 


an  Interstate  Highway  System  at  the 
rate  of  $25  million  a  year.  It  is  another 
thing  to  deal  with  a  crash  program  of 
$2  billion,  which  in  1960  will  be  $2.2 
billion  a  year  for  the  same  purpose. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  Interstate 
Highway  System,  as  authorized  in  1956, 
provided  for  a  different  type  of  con¬ 
struction — 4,  6,  and  8-lane  highways, 
with  many  cloverleafs — running  the  cost 
of  relocation  of  utilities  to  a  sum  tre¬ 
mendously  higher  than  it  had  been 
theretofore. 

I  think  it  is  a  sound  process  of  rea¬ 
soning  that  when  different  conditions 
arise  they  require  different  solutions. 
That  is  precisely  what  the  State  legisla¬ 
tures  thought,  and  they  changed  their 
method  of  dealing  with  the  problem  lo¬ 
cally. 

There  is  also  this  to  be  said  about 
payment  of  relocation  of  utility  costs  out 
of  common  funds  rather  than  out  of 
funds  which  would  be  taken  out  of  the 
pockets  of  utility  users.  In  many  in¬ 
stances  where  the  Interstate  System  will 
entirely  miss  communities,  those  com¬ 
munities  will  be  freed  of  any  costs. 

The  -  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  5  additional 
minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  is  recognized  for 
5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  On  the  other  hand, 
cities  located  on  the  Interstate  System 
will  bear  the  entire  cost.  In  my  home 
city  of  Omaha,  the  cost  to  move  water- 
lines,  gaslines,  and  powerlines  will  be 
$2 1/2  million.  Neighboring  cities  which 
are  not  on  the  Interstate  System  will 
escape  scot  free  from  any  cost  whatso¬ 
ever,  although  they  will  have  as  full  and 
complete  a  use  of  the  Interstate  System 
as  will  the  people  of  rhy  home  city.  So 
there  is  that  to  be  said  for  the  propriety 
of  figuring  such  costs  as  a  part  of  the 
entire  overall  cost.  I  say  we  should  pon¬ 
der  that  fact  again  in  light  of  the  dis¬ 
cussion  which  we  had  yesterday,  and 
consider  the  issue  as  having  been  dis¬ 
posed  of. 

There  is  only  one  final  suggestion  I 
have  to  make,  and  it  already  has  been 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  It  is  not  the  private  utility  that 
pays  the  bill;  it  is  not  the  publicly  owned 
utility  that  pays  the  bill.  They  have 
their  boards  of  directors  and  their  offi¬ 
cers,  and  that  sort  of  thing,  but  we  know 
that  those  who  pay  the  bill  are  the  ones 
who  use  the  particular  utility  involved, 
whether  it  is  by  telephone,  or  by  turn¬ 
ing  on  a  faucet,  or  by  lighting  an  elec¬ 
tric  bulb.  It  is  the  people  who  use  those 
facilities  who  pay  the  bill. 

It  might  be  said  that  private  utilities 
have  a  reserve  fund  for  meeting  that 
sort  of  expense.  The  reserve  fund  comes 
only  from  the  pockets  of  utility  users.  If 
the  funds  are  used,  they  must  be  replen¬ 
ished,  and  they  will  be  replenished  from 
the  pockets  of  utility  users. 

I  shall  vote  in  such  a  way  as  to  assure 
that  the  utility  users,  the  people  them¬ 
selves,  shall  not  be  wrongly  charged  fox* 
the  improvement  and  installation  of  the 
Interstate  Highway  System,  regardless  of 
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the  type  of  utility  which  happens  to  be 
serving  them. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  '  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  In  our  talk  last  eve¬ 
ning  I  believe  we  were  discussing  the 
same  subject  matter.  I  assume  we  are 
discussing  the  same  general  issue? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  is  a  different  aspect, 
but  the  same  general  subject;  yes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  should  like  to  help 
make  a  record  on  the  matter.  N* 

Are  municipalities  included  within  the 
provision  of  the  amendment,  as  to  the 
90  percent  for  the  cost  of  relocation^ 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  would  think  so. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Are  REA’s  included? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Co-ops  and  all  cate¬ 
gories  of  REA’s? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  under  the  bill  as  it  now  reads? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  In  the  language  of 
the  bill,  as  it  was  amended  last  night. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Surely.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  that  is  true. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  observe  on  page  29 
of  the  report  an  item  relating  to  what 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
explained.  The  State  of  Colorado,  for 
example,  vetoed  a  proposal  to  comply 
with  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956.  Six  States  did  so.  The  States  are 
Colorado,  Kansas,  New  York,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Rhode  Island,  and  Wyoming.  By 
virtue  of  the  veto,  would  the  States  be 
able  to  participate  in  the  program? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do  not  know  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  bill  or  what  it  provided. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  to  re¬ 
spond  again  to  the  question  I  asked  with 
reference  to  the  6  States  which  vetoed 
compliance  with  the  legislation?  There 
were  6  States  where  compliance  with 
this  type  of  legislation  was  vetoed  at  the 
State  level  in  1957. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  What  is  the  Senator’s 
question? 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Would  those  States 
be  able  to  participate  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill,  if  enacted  into  law, 
following  the  terms  of  the  amendment 
adopted  last  night? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  do  not  know  to  what 
the  State  law  was  directed.  There  are 
State  laws  dealing  with  this  subject.  If 
the  law  whioh  was  considered  required 
the  State  to  pay,  it  would  not  make  any 
change  in  the  present  system,  because 
the  present  law  requires  a  situation 
where  the  State  does  pay  for  relocation 
of  utilities,  irrespective  of  a  mandatory 
or  obligatory  situation  stemming  from 
State  statute. 

If  the  statute  involved  was  of  that 
nature,  it  would  not  make  any  differ¬ 
ence.  The  claim  of  the  utility  for  relo¬ 
cation  costs  would  be  honored  on  the 
basis  of  simple,  equitable  principles. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Let  us  assume  that 
there  is  no  State  law  at  all  concerning 
the  payment  for  the  cost  of  relocation 
of  private  utilities.  What  would  the 
situation  be  then? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  utility  would 
present  its  claim  to  the  highway  de¬ 
partment.  The  claim  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  the  basis  of  equitable  prin¬ 


ciples.  There  would  be  allowances,  and 
negotiations  between  the  State  highway 
department  and  the  utility.  Better¬ 
ment  would  be  allowed  for  in  the  cost  of 
relocation,  as  would  depreciation.  A 
bill  would  be  presented.  When  the 
proposal  was  completed  as  between  the 
two  of  them,  they  would  take  it  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  The  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  jwould  go  over  it.  The 
Bureau  would  tentatively  approve  the 
bill,  the  allocation.  The  Bureau  would 
carefully  audit  the  costs,  after  the  reloca¬ 
tion  work  had  been  completed,  and  an  al¬ 
lowance  would  be  made  as  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  construction  to  be  participated 
in  by  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
same  proportion  as  in  the  case  of  sec¬ 
tions  of  cement,  rods  of  steel,  or  hours 
of  labor. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  What  percentage 
would  that  be? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  proportion  would 
be  the  same  as  would  apply  to  the  proj¬ 
ect.  If  it  were  a  90  percent  project,  the 
allowance  would  be  90  percent.  If  it 
were  a  50  percent  project,  the  allowance 
would  be  50  percent. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  In  other  words,  the 
bill  would  apply  to  all  States,  whether 
the  State  had  a  law  or  not?  Is  that  the 
Senator’s  contention? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  true  under  the 
statute  as  it  is  presently  effective.  That 
is  correct,  according  to  my  understand¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  It  is  with  that  fact  in 
mind  that  the  Senator  presented  his 
amendment  last  night,  to  have  it  clear 
on  the  Record,  so  that  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation  will  be  understandable  to  West 
Virginia,  Colorado,  or  any  other  State. 
The  mere  fact  that  some  States  have 
passed  a  law  and  some  States  have  not 
passed  a  law  would  not  deprive  any  of 
them  from  participating  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Not  if  the  State  com¬ 
plies  with  the  provision  of  the  law,  which 
is  that  when  a  State  shall  pay  the  costs 
of  relocation  reimbursement  shall  be  on 
that  basis.  That  is  true,  but  the  State 
has  to  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  am  assuming  for  the 
sake  of  the  discussion  that  the  Stgite 
makes  no  payment  on  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Then  the  State  will 
not  qualify  under  the  law.  The  law 
starts  out  by  saying,  “When  a  State 
shall  pay.”  It  says  “when  a  State  shall 
pay.”  If  a  State  does  not  pay  any¬ 
thing,  I  do  not  know  why  there  should 
be  reimbursement.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
has  a  different  idea  as  to  reimburse¬ 
ment,  but  there  cannot  be  a  reimburse¬ 
ment  until  there  has  been  a  disburse¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  understand  that 
fact  perfectly.  I  was  thinking  in  terms 
of  the  utilities — either  private,  public, 
or  REA — which  may  exist  in  a  State 
where  there  is  no  State  law  providing 
for  the  State  to  repay  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation.  If  a  utility  had  to  relocate 
would  payment  to  the  utility  be  pre¬ 
cluded,  because  the  State  has  no  such 
law?  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Under  the  language 
of  the  bill  as  it  appeared  last  evening, 
what  would  be  the  situation? 

I  have  raised  the  point  that  if  the 
language  as  used  in  subsection  (b)  of- 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas  is  adopted.  States  which  do  not 
have  a  specific  law  upon  the  subject 
could  never  get  reimbursement.  The  re¬ 
sult  would  be  that  the  State  certainly 
would  not  pay  for  relocation  if  it  were 
not  going  to  be  reimbursed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  allotted  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  hsts  expired. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  addi¬ 
tional  time? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

/ 

In  view  of  the  language  written  into 
subsection  (b) ,  aS  I  understand  it,  if  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
should  be  adopted,  the  utility  users  in 
those  States  which  have  no  law  would 
be  saddled  with  a  higher  rate,  whereas 
in  those  States  which  had  such  laws  the 
people  would  be  relieved  from  having 
that  cost  put  into  the  rate  base  and  from 
the  higher  rate  which  would  otherwise 
result.  That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  is  bring¬ 
ing  out  again  the  point  I  emphasized  a 
while  ago.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  actual, 
final  cost  would  be  borne  by  the  user 
of  the  utility,  regardless  of  its  owner¬ 
ship? 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  That  would  be 
true,  unless  there  were  reimbursement. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Unless  there  were 
reimbursement. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  the  estimated  costs  to  relocate 
existing  electrical  facilities  in  Omaha, 
Nebr.,  of  the  Omaha  Public  Power  Dis¬ 
trict;  the  estimated  costs  of  relocation 
of  the  Metropolitan  Utilities  District  of 
Omaha;  and  the  supplemental  state¬ 
ment  of  E.  C.  Yokley,  which  appears  on 
pages  626  and  627  of  the  hearings  before 
the  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  relative  to  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1958. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Omaha  Public  Power  District, 

Omaha,  Nebr.,  March  21,  1958. 
Memorandum  to  the  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee  of  th_e  Senate  of  the  United  States 
and  Its  Subcommittee  Considering 
Amendments  to  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956 — Estimated  Costs  To 
Relocate  Existing  Electrical  Facilities  in 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  Due  to  Construction  of 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  High¬ 
ways,  March  1958 

The  Omaha  Public  Power  District  of 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  a  political  subdivision  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  created  by  the  Legisla¬ 
ture  of  the  State  of  Nebraska,  serving  elec¬ 
trical  energy  to  the  following  counties, 
Douglas  (including  Omaha),  all  of  Sarpy, 
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parts  of  Cass,  Saunders,  Dodge,  Colfax,  Burt, 
Washington,  and  Otoe. 

The  presently  proposed  Interstate  System 
of  Defense  Highways  in  an  area  served  by 
the  district  and  necessitating  relocation  of 
its  facilities  are  commonly  referred  to  as 
Routes  1,  3,  and  5.  Route  1,  in  the  location 
affecting  the  district,  is  at  the  south  side 
of  the  city  of  Omaha,  running  generally  east 
and  west.  Route  3  extends  from  Route  1  at 
the  intersection  of  30th  and  Grover  Streets 
north  to  Dodge  Street,  and"  then  north  and 
east  to  terminate  at  the  Missouri  River  at 
the  foot  of  Capitol  Avenue.  Route  6  runs 
north  from  Dodge  Street  in  the  western  part 
of  the  city  to  the  north  part  of  the  city  and 
then  oast  to  the  Missouri  River. 

We  herewith  submit  the  estimated  costs 
associated  with  the  relocation  of  electrical 
facilities  incident  to  the  construction  of 
these  three  routes  of  the  Interstate  System 
of  Highways.  These  estimates  are  based  on 
the  present  available  data  relative  to  loca¬ 
tion  and  design  of  the  proposed  highways. 


Underground  system _  $605,  0Q0 

Transmission  system - -  33,  0C0 

Distribution  system _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .  484,  0C0 


Total _ _ — .  1,  122,  000 


The  customers  of  this  publicly  owned  util¬ 
ity  having  paid  their  share  of  the  costs  of 
Interstate  System  Highways,  through  regu¬ 
lar  tax  channels,  should  not  be  called  upon 
to  be  doubly  taxed  therefor  in  the  form  of 
additional  utility  rates  to  pay  these  reloca¬ 
tion  costs.  This  principle  was  recognized  by 
the  Congress  when  it  enacted  what  is  now 
section  III  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
'of  1956,  which  section  makes  Federal  funds 
available  to  the  States  for  reimbursement  of 
such  costs.  The  provisions  of  that  section 
should  not  be  so  amended  as  to  diminish 
the  rights  of  utilities  to  reimbursement  for 
these  relocation  costs. 

Respectfully  submitted. 

F.  J.  Moylan,  General  Manager. 

Memorandum  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  and  Its  Subcommittee  Considering 
Amendments  to  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956 

The  Metropolitan  Utilities  District,  of 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  is  a  municipal  corporation 
created  by  the  State  of  Nebraska  serving  gas 
and  water  to  the  city  of  Omaha  and  environs 
in  Douglas  and  Sarpy  Counties.  The  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  area  served  is  approximately  350,- 
000  persons.  The  district  is  governed  by  a 
board  of  6  directors  elected  by  the  residents 
of  the  district  for  terms  of  6  years  each. 

The  presently  proposed  Interstate  System 
Defense  Highways  in  the  area  served  by  the 
district  necessitating  relocation  of  its  gas 
and  water  facilities  are  commonly  referred 
to  as  Routes  1,  3,  and  5.  Route  1,  in  the 
location  affecting  the  district,  is  at  the  south 
side  of  the  city,  running  generally  east  and 
west.  Route  3,  as  referred  to  in  this  mem¬ 
orandum,  extends  from  Route  1  at  the  inter¬ 
section  of  30th  and  Grover  Streets  north  to 
Dodge  Street,  and  then  north  and  east  to 
terminate  at  the  Missouri  River  near  the 
foot  of  Capitol  Avenue.  Route  5  runs  north 
from  Dodge  Street  in  the  western  part  of  the 
city  to  the  north  part  of  the  city,  and  then 
east  to  the  Missouri  River  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  water  pumping  facilities  of  this  district. 

We  wish  to  present  herewith  the  costs 
associated  with  gas  and  water  facility  relo¬ 
cations  incident  to  the  construction  of  these 
three  Interstate  System  Highways  insofar  as 
such  construction  would  be  in  the  area  of 
and  affect  the  facilities  of  the  Metropolitan 
Utilities  District. 

Before  doing  so,  however,  some  assump¬ 
tions  must  be  indulged  since  the  only  basis 
for  calculated  costs  is  the  presently  available 
data  relative  to  location  and  design  of  the 


proposed  highways.  Also  it  has  been  as¬ 
sumed  that  water  and  gas  facilities  will  be 
permitted  to  cross  these  highways  whenever 
necessary,  and  should  this  right  be  denied 
completely  or  even  restricted,  additional 
construction  would  be  necessary  beyond  that 
contemplated  in  the  costs  hereinafter  set 
forth.  It  has  been  assumed  that  mains 
undercrossing  the  Defense  Highways  will  not 
need  to  be  encased,  but  should  this  be  re¬ 
quired,  additional  costs  would  result. 

We  have  endeavored  to  estimate  the  addi¬ 
tional  costs  which  would  result  from  the 
inability  to  occupy  marginal  streets,  if  such 
would  ultimately  be  the  fact. 

With  the  foregoing  in  mind,  we  submit  the 
following  estimated  costs  of  relocating  gas 
and  water  facilities  necessitated  by,  and  as  a 
part  of,  said  presently  proposed  Interstate 
Highway  construction  in  and  adjacent  to 
Omaha,  Nebr. 

Cost  of  relocating  or  lowering  mains  along 
the  route  of  the  highway  exclusive  of  mains 
in  marginal  streets  for  each  of  the 
designated  proposed  Interstate  System 
highways 


Gas 

Water 

$155,  400 
248,  872 
32,  660 

*168,010 
323,  527 
91,965 

Route  5 _ _ _ 

Total . . . 

436,  922 

583,502 

Additional  but  corresponding  costs  of  relo¬ 
cating  or  lowering  mains  in  marginai- 
streets 


Gas 

Water 

$25, 120 
228,660 
None 

$30,  760 
207, 600 
None 

Total. . 

253, 780 

238, 360 

Other  costs,  water:  Relocating  fire  hy¬ 
drants  and  abandonments,  $24,000. 

Other  costs,  gas:  Relocating  regulator  sta¬ 
tions  and  abandonments,  $14,000. 

Total  estimated  cost  of  relocating  or  lower¬ 
ing  along  the  route  of  the  3  highways 

Gas _ _ _ _ -  $450,922 

Water . . . . . .  607^502 

Total _ l _  1,058,424 

Total  estimated  cost  of  relocating  and  aban¬ 
doning  gas  and  water  facilities  along  the 
route  of  the  3  highways,  as  well  as  in  mar¬ 
ginal  streets 

Gas.. . . .  $704,702 

Water _ ' _  845,  862 


Total . . . . . .  1,  550,  564 

The  law  requires  the  gas  and  water  utili¬ 
ties  accounts  be  kept  separately.  The  fore¬ 
going  expenditures  applicable  to  the  water 
utility  and  those  applicable  to  the  gas  util¬ 
ity  could  not  be  borne  by  either  from  cur¬ 
rent  revenues,  and  therefore  public  financ¬ 
ing  would  be  required.  These  costs  would 
be  in  addition  to  working  capital  and  nor¬ 
mal  construction  requirements. 

The  district  is  just  completing  a  5-year 
$14  million  water  expansion  program  for 
which  $12,500,000  of  water  revenue  bonds 
were  issued.  The  gas  utility  has  likewise 
been  engaged  in  an  expansion  program  to 
meet  the  growth  of  the  community  and  did, 
in  1956,  issue  gas  revenue  bonds  in  the 
amount  of  $1,600,000. 

The  consumers  of  these  publicly  owned 
utilities  having  paid  their  share  of  the  costs 
of  Interstate  System  Highways,  should  not 
be  called  upon  to  be  doubly  taxed  therefor 
in  the  form  of  additional  utility  rates  to 
pay  these  relocation  costs.  This  principle 


was  recognized  by  the  Congress  when  it  en¬ 
acted  what  is  now  section  111  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  which  section 
makes  Federal  funds  available  to  the  States 
for  reimbursement  of  such  costs.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  that  section,  if  justice  is  to  pre¬ 
vail,  should  not  be  so  amended  as  to  dimin¬ 
ish  the  rights  of  utilities  to  reimbursement 
for  these  relocation  costs. 

Supplemental  Statement  of  E.  C.  Yokley, 

Vice  Chairman,  Committee  on  Munici¬ 
pally  Owned  Utilities,  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Municipal  Law  Officers,  Re  S. 
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Secretary  Weeks  and  Mr.  Tallamy  when 
they  appeared  before  the  Senate  Roads  Sub¬ 
committee  on  January  8  and  9,  1958,  referred 
to  an  increase  of  approximately  $10  billion 
since  1956  in  the  estimates  for  building  the 
Interstate  System.  On  January  9,  1958,  Sen¬ 
ator  Case  asked  Mr.  Tallamy  to  what  extent 
the  cost  of  reimbursing  utilities  entered  into 
the  increase  of  estimates  of  the  States  for 
completing  the  Interstate  System.  Mr.  Tal¬ 
lamy  replied  that  the  total  increase  in  cost 
of  utilities  which  also  includes  certain  other 
costs  to  which  he  referred  involves  a  3 -per¬ 
cent  increase  in  costs. 

In  order  to  offer  some  clarification  of  the 
amount  of  utility  relocation  costs,  I  would 
like  to  call  the  committee’s  attention  to  the 
statement  of  John  A.  Tenbrook  for  the  Edi¬ 
son  Electric  Institute  (hearings  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  on  H.  R.  4260,  1st  sess.,  84th  Cong., 
p.  948),  Mr.  Tenbrook  analyzed  the  study 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  (H. 
Doc.  127)  and  found  that  total  utility  re¬ 
location  costs  were  2.5  percent  of  total  high¬ 
way  construction  costs.  He  further  found 
that  under  existing  laws  and  practices  in 
various  States  two-fifths  of  this  amount  was 
presently  reimbursed.  Thus  the  amount  of 
utility  relocation  costs  involved  in  further 
provision  for  reimbursement  was  about  1.6 
percent  of  total  road  construction  costs. 
Since  1954,  when  the  study  was  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  costs  involved 
in  relocating  utility  facilities,  has  not,  ac¬ 
cording  to  any  information  I  have  been  able 
to  obtain,  increased  substantially.  The  $10 
billion  increase  in  the  estimates  of  cost  of 
constructing  the  Interstate  System  caused 
by  increased  costs  of  rights-of-way  acqui¬ 
sition  and  other  increased  costs  should  not 
be  considered  as  reflecting  a  similar  increase 
in  costs  of  utility  relocation.  In  other  words, 
if  1.6  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  the  Interstate  System  in  1956  represented 
additional  utility  relocation  costs,  the  pres¬ 
ent  amount  of  these  costs  should  be  less 
than  1.6  percent  in  fact  not  much  over  1 
percent. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  5  minutes. 

This  has  been  a  vexatious  issue  since 
I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works.  We  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  deal  with  it  repeatedly,  but 
insofar  as  I  am  concerned  we  have 
never  dealt  with  it  satisfactorily. 

I  supported  the  provision  contained  in 
the  law  in  1956.  As  the  junior  Senator 
from  Texas  has  said  so  ably  today,  cer¬ 
tain  States  and  interests  have  demon¬ 
strated  a  willingness  to  try — and  with 
some  success — to  take  advantage  of  the 
Federal  Government  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law. 

The  subcommittee  made  a  recommen¬ 
dation  this  time  which  it  hoped  would 
remedy  that  situation.  I  was  prepared 
last  evening  to  support  the  amendment 
which  was  proposed,  even  raising  the 
figure  to  80  percent;  but  I  learned  that 
during  my  absence  from  the  floor  it  had 
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been  raised  to  90  percent.  I  joined  the 
junior  Senator  from  Colorado  and  voted, 
against  the  amendment. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment,  as  modi¬ 
fied,  would  improve  existing  law,  because, 
as  the  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
stated,  he  incorporated  in  his  amend¬ 
ment,  which  the  Senate  adopted,  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  requires,  as  a  prerequisite 
to  reimbursement  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  the  actual  payment  by  the 
States  of  the  cost  of  removal. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Colorado 
raises  a  question  about  payment,  and 
what  would  happen  in  the  event  a  State 
did  not  have  a  law  requiring  it  to  pay. 
I  submit  that  a  State  could  not  pay  such 
costs  unless  it  could  ‘do  so  lawfully.  I 
can  see  that  there  might  be  an  area  in 
which  a  State  might  be  legally  author¬ 
ized  to  do  so,  but  not  legally  required  to 
do  so.  But  in  no  event  could  I  con¬ 
ceive  of  a  State  making  a  payment  for 
the  cost  of  removal  of  the  utilities  un¬ 
less  it  was  authorized  by  law  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

, '  Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  That  raises  a  very 
important  question,  I  believe.  I  use  my 
own  State  as  an  example.  I  invite  at¬ 
tention  to  page  30  of  the  report  which 
indicates  that  in  1957,  the  Colorado  legis¬ 
lature  passed  a  law  in  an  attempt  to  meet 
the  conditions  of  the  Federal  aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956,  but  it  was  vetoed. 

The  question  then  arises,  the  State 
having  no  responsibility  to  repay  such 
costs,  to  whom  would  the  utility  look 
to  recover  its  costs?  Take  for  example 
a  private  utility,  a  public  utility,  or  an 
REA  which  may  have  relocation  costs 
caused  by  a  project  of  the  Interstate 
Highway  program.  Where  will  it  ..seek 
to  recover  its  costs? 

This  raises  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  utility  may  use  the  State, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  as  a 
conduit  to  present  its  claim  and  receive 
reimbursement  under  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  System. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  believe  that 
could  possibly  occur,  in  view  of  the 
amendment  adopted  last  night. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Does  the  Senator 
mean  that  the  State  could  receive  pay¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  GOR.E.  I  do  not  believe  the  State 
could  receive  payment  unless  it  had  paid 
such  costs.  As  I  understand,  the  pro¬ 
vision  is  for  reimbursement  to  the  States 
for  payments  which  the  States  have 
made. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  That  is  the  plain  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  statute.  It  says  “When¬ 
ever  the  State  shall  pay.” 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  I  com¬ 
mend  the  distinguished  junior  Senator 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough]  for  rais¬ 
ing  this  point.  It  is  raised  a  little  ob¬ 
liquely,  it  is  true,  but  as  I  read  the  re¬ 
port,  only  16  of  the  48  States  have  laws 
which  obligate  them  to  pay  relocation 
costs.  Is  it  true  therefore  32  States  may 
not  be  able  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  unless  there  is  enabling  legisla¬ 
tion?  Is  that  a  fair  analysis? 

Mr.  GORE.  In  that  connection,  I 
point  out  that  it  has  long  been  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 


reimburse  the  States  for  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  removing 
utilities  in  the  case  of  States  which  paid 
such  costs.  There  has  never  been  a 
time,  so  far  as  I  am  advised,  when  all 
States  were  reimbursed,  or  ■  when  no 
States  were  reimbursed. 

This  is  an  unsatisfactory  situation. 
I  began  by  saying  that  this  is  an  un¬ 
happy  situation.  It  is  a  compromise 
situation.  I  have  not  found  any  way  to 
deal  with  it  satisfactorily. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr  CARROLL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  that  these  remarks  are  only  for 
the  purpose  of  making  a  Record.  The 
questions  are  intended  to  be  construc¬ 
tive,  and  in  no  way  critical. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  understand. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  think  the  question 
which  arises  is  very  important  to  every 
State  which  does  not  have  enabling  leg¬ 
islation.  I  am  confident  that  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  and  the  committee  will  bring  this 
question  to  the  attention  of  the  other 
body,  and  that  it  will  receive  full  ex¬ 
amination.  If  we  need  enabling  legis¬ 
lation  in  Colorado,  we  want  to  know  it. 
The  same  situation  applies  to  the  other 
31  States  I  have  mentioned.  We  should 
be  able  to  draft  provisions  to  give  the 
necessary  protection.  Certainly  it  is  not 
the  intent  of  the  committee  or  of  the 
Senate  to  say  that  either  private  utili¬ 
ties,  public  utilities,  municipally-owned 
utilities,  or  REA  cooperatives,  shall  not 
receive  full  consideration  under  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  would  prefer,  even  now, 
the  provision  recommended  by  the  sub¬ 
committee;  but  I  do  not  see  howJI  could 
accept  an  amendment  to  reimburse 
States  to  the  extent  of  90  percent  in  the 
case  of  cooperatives,  and  only  70  percent 
in  the  case  of  privately  owned  utilities. 

The  Senator  knows  my  predilections 
in  the  field  of  public  power,  if  a  choice 
must  be  made,  but  I  do  not  believe  that 
I  could  accept  an  amendment  which 
would  discriminate  in  that  manner.  As 
I  see  it,  the  Senate  should  fix  the  rate 
at  90,  80,  70,  or  50  percent,  and  it  should 
be  equally  applicable  to  all  types  of  utili¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  I  think  the  Senator 
misconceived  the  purpose  of  my  sugges¬ 
tion.  It  was  not  in  relation  to  the 
pending  amendment,  the  so-called  Yar¬ 
borough  amendment.  I  am  .speaking 
generally  with  respect  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  adopted  last  night,  and 
its  relation  to  the  other  provisions  of 
the  bill.  We  have  already  done  that 
job. 

The  question  now  is  presented  a  little 
differently.  I  am  thinking  about  the 
provisions  of  the  bill,  and  its  application 
to  32  States. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  entire  question  will 
be  in  conference.  The  able  Senator  has 
made  a  fine  contribution,  and  I  am  sure 
that  all  the  conferees  will  profit  by  his 
contribution,  and  will  undertake  to  im¬ 
prove  on  that  which  we  have  done.  I 
hold  that  that  which  was  done  last  night 
was  an  improvement  over  the  present 
law. 


Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE;  of  South  Dakota.  I  concur 
pretty  well  with  what  the  able  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  has  said.  I  merely  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  present 
law  contains  a  definition  of  “utility.” 
That  definition  was  not  disturbed  by 
what  was  done  last  night. 

I  refer  to  subparagraph  (b)  of  section 
111  of  the  act  of  1956,  which  reads  as 
follows : 

(b)  Utility  defined.  For  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  term  “utility”  shall  include 
publicly,  privately,  and  cooperatively  owned 
utilities. 

The  law  makes  no  distinction.  It 
treats  them  all  alike.  The  question  of 
whether  or  not  a  State’s  utilities  are  left 
out  is  a  decision  to  be  made  by  the  State, 
and  not  by  the  Federal  Government. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Texas  would  not  change  that  situ¬ 
ation.  He  does  not  contend  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  say  to  the 
State,  “We  will  pay  willy-nilly,  whether 
the  State  pays  or  not.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
expired.  All  time  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  is  exhausted. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough]  has  17  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  me  2 
minutes? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Texas  for  a  very  forthright 
presentation  of  a,  proposal  which  could 
be  of  great  benefit  to  about  32  States. 
It  is  true  that  the  amendment  goes  a 
little  beyond  what  we  had  previously  dis¬ 
cussed,  but  it  has  been  very  helpful  to 
the  junior  Senator  from  Colorado.  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Texas,  whether  his  amendment  prevails 
or  not,  he  has  rendered  a  great  service 
in  the  debate,  and  it  will  be  helpful  not 
only  to  Colorado  but  to  the  32  States  of 
which  I  have  spoken.  I  therefore  desire 
to  congratulate  him  for  his  splendid  pres¬ 
entation. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Colorado.  He 
has  added  a  great  deal  to  the  debate  by 
the  incisive  questions  he  asked  last  night 
and  today. 

Last  night,  in  response  to  questioning 
by  the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Colorado,  certain  estimates  were  given. 
The  estimate  was  given  that  3  percent 
of  the  cost  of  the  $30  billion  Interstate 
Highway  network  would  be  used  up  in 
the  cost  of  utility  relocation.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  stated  that  estimate  was  in 
error,  and  he  put  into  the  Record  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Yokley,  at  pages  626 
and  627  of  the  hearings,  on  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958.  Mr.  Yokley 
stated,  in  the  supplementary  statement 
filed  by  him : 

In  other  words,  if  1.6  percent  of  the  total 
cost  of  constructing  the  Interstate  System 
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in  1956  represented  additional  utility  reloca¬ 
tion  costs,  the  present  amount  of  these  costs 
should  be  less  than  1.6  percent — in  fact,  not 
much  over  1  percent. 

I  do  not  know  how  he  could  say  that 
the  percentage  would  go  down  with  prices 
rising,  hilt  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nebraska  placed  that  statement  in 
the  Record. 

Even  if  we  took  the  minimum  figure  of 
1  percent,  on  a  $30  billion  program,  we 
would  be  paying  out  $300  million  to  re¬ 
locate  public  utilities. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  is  perfectly  willing  that  of  the 
$300  million  there  be  at  least  a  minimum 
of  70  percent  paid  to  privately  owned 
utilities  and  a  minimum  of  90  percent 
paid  to  those  which  are  publicly  owned. 
We  are  not  talking  about  $300  million. 
We  are  talking  about  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  what  is  in  the  Senator’s  amend¬ 
ment  and  what  is  in  the  present  statute. 
Therefore  it  is  $60  million.  That  is  a 
little  different  than  the  $1  billion  which 
was  suggested  yesterday. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  It  would  be 
$240  million  under  my  amendment  and 
$300  million  under  the  amendment  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska.  I  say  that  we  should  at  least 
save  the  $60  million.  Therefore  I  say 
let  us  adopt  my  amendment  and  save 
$60  million. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  We  would  not  save 
$60  million,  because  a  part  of  it  would 
go  to  the  publicly  owned  utilities. 
Therein  lies  the  difference. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  has  13  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  me  4  minutes? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield  4  min¬ 
utes  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Texas 
on  his  amendment.  It  has  real  impor¬ 
tance  for  my  own  State  of  Illinois.  Illi¬ 
nois  is  one  of  the  16  States  which  have 
passed  State  laws  authorizing  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocation  costs.  Ours  is  a  per¬ 
missive  law,  permitting  the  State  high¬ 
way  authority  discretion  in  providing 
reimbursement  on  the  relocation  of  the 
utilities.  In  Chicago  there  is  a  public 
transit  authority  which  owns  the  rapid 
transit  system  of  the  city.  It  will  be  sub¬ 
jected  to  great  additional  expense  be¬ 
cause  of  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem.  We  also  have  in  Chicago  a  sani¬ 
tary  district,  which  will  be  subjected  to 
additional  expenses.  The  city  also  dis¬ 
tributes  its  own  water  supplies.  There¬ 
fore  there  will  also  be  an  expense  in 
connection  with  water  mains. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Texas  this  question.  On 
page  4£  of  the  report  there  are  com¬ 
parative  columns  dealing  with  the  exist¬ 
ing  law  and  the  substitute  language  in 
the  so-called  Gore  bill. 

Am  I  correct  in  understanding  that 
the  existing  law  would  provide  for  re¬ 


imbursement  on  the  approximate  basis 
of  90  percent  on  the  Interstate  System? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Texas  is  continuing  this  90  percent  re¬ 
imbursement  provision  so  far  as  the  mu- 
hicipally  owned  and  REA  utilities  are 
concerned? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  The  Senator  is 
correct;  by  the  amendment,  yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  only  application 
he  is  making  of  the  amendment,  which 
is  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  for  the  70  percent  re¬ 
imbursement,  is  in  the  case  of  private 
utilities.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  That  is  correct. 
I  confess  that  I  can  claim  no  originality 
with  my  amendment.  The  amendment 
is  made  up  of  either  existing  law  or  the 
Gore  amendment. 

Subsection  (a)  is  taken  verbatim  from 
existing  law.  It  applies  it  to  public  util¬ 
ities.  Subsection  (b)  applies  the  Gore 
amendment  to  privately  owned  utilities. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  far  as  the  Chi¬ 
cago  Transit  Authority  and  other  pub¬ 
licly  and  cooperatively  owned  utilities 
in  Illinois  are  concerned,  the  Senator 
from  Texas  is  proposing  a  90  percent 
reimbursement  for  all  costs  connected 
with  the  Interstate  System.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  That  is  correct. 
The  amendment,  if  adopted,  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  90  percent  reimbursement  for  all 
publicly  owned  utilities  and  all  coopera¬ 
tively  owned  utilities. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  congratulate  the 
Senator.  I  shall  vote  for  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  a  few  questions,  if  I 
may.  To  begin  with,  I  should  like  to 
commend  him  for  sponsoring  his  pro¬ 
posal  and  to  say  that  I  am  inclined  to 
favor  it.  With  that  introduction,  I 
should  like  to  say  that  there  are  several 
aspects  of  the  situation  which  trouble  me 
a  little.  The  suggestion  that  there  be  a 
great  amount  of  Federal  reimbursement 
for  a  comparatively  small  rural  electric 
cooperative  which  serves  farmers  at  the 
end  of  the  line  has  genuine  merit.  How¬ 
ever,  what  disturbs  me,  candidly,  is  that 
there  are  some  small  privately  owned 
utility  companies,  or  comparatively 
small.  I  am  wondering  aloud,  and  I 
know  that  the  Senator  from  Texas  has 
a  valid  answer,  as  he  has  in  connection 
with  anything  he  sponsors.  Here  is 
what  perplexes  me  a  little  bit: 

Is  it  wholly  fair  to  provide  only  70 
percent  Federal  reimbursemeht  to  a 
comparatively  small  private  utility  and 
90  percent  Federal  reimbursement  to  a 
huge  municipally  owned  utility  such  as 
the  Los  Angeles  Power  &  Light  Co., 
which  serves, millions  of  people  and  has 
great  assets  and  a  farflung  distribution 
system?  That  is  the  only  thing  that 
bothers  me  to  some  degree  about  the 
proposal,  and  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Texas  for  his  answer. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  for  his  question. 


because  it  brings  up  a  point  which  should 
be  clarified.  In  the  case  of  the  munici¬ 
pally  owned  utilities,  it  must  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  those  utilities  are  owned  by 
the  people.  They  are  not  created  for 
profit;  they  are  not  private  businesses. 
They  declare  no  dividends.  They  gen¬ 
erally  lose  money,  and  the  municipali¬ 
ties  must  tax  the  people  in  order  to 
provide  additional  revenue. 

The  private  utility,  the  Senator  has 
mentioned,  is  a  company  which  has  been 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
profit,  and  it  has  a  special  status  be¬ 
cause  it  is  guaranteed  the  right  to  a 
fair  return  in  its  rate  structure,  to  take 
care  of  losses.  However,  I  do  not  agree 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  increase  the  rates,  because 
in  my  opinion  the  small  cities  and  towns 
affected  will  be  the  cities  and  towns  of 
the  future.  They  will  grow  up  in  the 
future  just  as  in  the  past  cities  grew 
up  along  navigable  rivers.  Where  there 
were  no  navigable  rivers,  the  people 
built  systems  of  canals.  That  is  where 
the  cities  of  the  past  thrived. 

When  the  railroads  were  built,  the 
canals  dried  up,  the  locks  fell  apart, 
and  towns  became  ghost  towns.  The 
cities  and  towns  that  had  depended  on 
river  navigation  died,  except  those  that 
deepened  the  channels  in  their  rivers. 

Even  today  towns  located  along  rail¬ 
roads  are  dying,  because  the  transpor¬ 
tation  now  is  transportation  along  our 
highway  systems.  New  cities  and  new 
towns  are  growing  up  along  our  high¬ 
ways.  They  are  great  interior  cities. 
They  are  cities  like  Indianapolis  and 
Dallas.  City  after  city  is  growing  up 
along  our  great  highway  systems. 

There  will  be  a  great  increase  in  their 
business,  and  they  will  continue  to  grow. 
We  are  building  the  greatest  transpor¬ 
tation  system  on  earth,  and  cities  will 
grow  up  along  our  highways  just  as  the 
great  cities  grew  up  along  the  grand 
canal  in  China  when  that  country  be¬ 
came  the  greatest  empire  in  history, 
along  with  the  Roman  Empire. 

So  I  think  my  amendment  is  fair.  ‘  I 
propose  nothing  which  will  be  unfair  to 
the  private  utilities.  This  is  not  an 
antiutility  amendment.  It  is  a  protect- 
the-taxpayers  amendment.  It  is  not 
against  somebody.  The  private  utilities 
are  saying,  “Give  us  a  larger  share.’’  If 
they  are  legally  entitled  to  payment  un¬ 
der  the  State  laws,  and  if  the  State  pays 
them,  they  will  get  70  percent,  which  is 
a  pretty  generous  contribution  when 
they  are  not  owed  anything.  If  they  are 
owed  anything,  they  will  get  compensa¬ 
tion  in  a  condemnation  suit.  If  they 
own  poles  on  their  land,  they  will  be  paid 
for  them  dollar  for  dollar.  They 
will  not  lose  one  red  cent.  Only 
those  who  have  been  operating  on  public 
land,  on  public  roads,  or  public  streets 
will  not  receive  anything,  because  they 
have  been  operating  on  public  land. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  for  his  observations.  I 
could  not  agree  with  him  more  on  that 
point.  It  is  my  general  belief  that  the 
figure  of  70  percent  of  reimbursement  to 
private  utilities  is  a  fair  amount.  I  am 
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a  member  of  the  subcommittee  which 
considered  the  bill.  When  the  bill  was 
originally  considered,  if  I  am  not  mis¬ 
taken,  provision  was  contained  in  the 
bill  for  a  50-percent  reimbursement.  I 
think  it  was  on  my  motion  that  the 
amount  w&s  increased  to  70  percent,  and 
that  that  amount  then  was  adopted  and 
was  contained  in  the  bill  which  was  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  if  I  am  not  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  referring  to  an  amendmnt  I 
offered,  to  which  he  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  bill  as  originally  introduced. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  That  is  correct. 

I  offered  an  amendment  to  make  the  re¬ 
imbursement  70  percent,  and  that  figure 
was  maintained  and  was  accepted  by 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  Is  that 
correct  or  incorrect? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  cannot  quite  trust  my 
memory  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  reminded 
by  a  staff  member  that  a  bill  was  of¬ 
fered  as  an  amendment  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  which 
suggested  a  50-percent  reimbursement 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  the  utili¬ 
ties  which  had  relocated  their  facilities. 

I  believe  that  it  was  on  my  motion  in 
the  committee  that  the  amount  was  in¬ 
creased  to  70  percent.  This  seemed  a 
more  fair  ratio. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 

I  have  only  3V2  minutes  remaining.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for  his 
question. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  for  his  answer. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  for  their  work  on  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  on  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  which  reported  the  bill.  I 
think  they  reported  a  good  provision,  i" 
have  incorporated  it  into  the  section 
which  I  seek  to  have  written  into  the 
bill.  The  committee  reported  a  good 
bill,  and  I  commend  them  for  so  doing. 
Without  their  work,  we  would  not  have 
a  bill  of  this  kind  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  genero-  ■ 
sity  and  kind  remarks  and  kind  com¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Texas,  as  does, 

I  am  certain,  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
for  whom  I  shall  presume  to  speak  in  this 
regard. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Texas  is  en¬ 
titled  to  commendation  for  what  he  did. 

I  believe  it  was  largely  as  a  result  of  his 
efforts  and  those  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Colorado  and  the  junior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  that  the  amendment 
which  was  adopted  last  evening  was 
beneficially  modified. 

If  the  Senator  from  Texas  would  be 
willing  to  rest  this  matter  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference,  his  suggestions,  his 
contributions,  and  the  language  of  his 
amendment  will  be  before  the  confer¬ 
ence,  and  I  shall  be  grateful  for  his  con¬ 
tributions. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  suggesting  that  if  the 
amendment  be  withdrawn  now  and  not 
pressed  to  a  vote,  he  will  take  this  posi¬ 


tion  to  the  committee  of  conference  and 
state  it  there? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  will  take  the  point  of 
view  of  the  able  Senator  from  Texas  to 
the  committee  of  conference  and  will 
present  it. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  will  state  it. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  think  I  have 
2  minutes  left.  Is  that  correct? 

The,  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  a  minute  and  a  half  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  desire  to 
make  a  statement,  since  a  question  has 
been  raised,  about  the  status  of  the  laws 
in  the  various  States  at  present.  It  has 
been  mentioned  that  16  States  have 
passed  laws  providing  for  reimburse¬ 
ment.  This  information  will  be  found 
on  pages  28  and  29  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port.  i 

Of  the  16  States  which  have  passed 
laws,  in  only  1  State  is  reimburse¬ 
ment  made  to  the  private  utilities  on  all 
State-maintained  projects. 

Of  the  other  15  of  those  States,  5  States 
reimburse  the  utilities  if  the  projects 
are  Federal  aid  projects.  Five  States  re¬ 
imburse  the  utilities  if  Uncle  Sam  will 
give  them  the  money. 

Ten  more  States  reimburse  the  utilities 
only  on  the  Interstate  System. 

Ten  States  have  passed  special  laws  as 
giveaways  so  as  to  get  something  for  the 
utilities  out  of  the  $30  billion  fund. 

Six  States  provide  for  reimbursement, 
5  of  them  on  all  Federal  projects.  Only 
one  State  will  reimburse  the  utilities  on 
State  projects  if  Uncle  Sam  is  not  pay¬ 
ing  the  cost. 

Thirty-two  States  will  not  reimburse 
the  utilities  even  if  Uncle  Sam  is  putting 
up  the  money.  They  include  Nebraska, 
which  rejected  the  proposal  last  year; 
and  Colorado,  whose  Governor,  Mr.  Mc- 
Nichols  is  to  be  commended  for  vetoing 
the  bill.  ' 

Mr.  President,  this  is  not  an  anti¬ 
utility  proposal;  it  is  a  be-fair-to-the- 
taxpayers  proposal. 

The  State  of  New  York  is  not  an  anti¬ 
utility  State.  New  York  considered  and 
passed  a  law  saying,  in  effect,  “We  will 
make  reimbursement  only  to  a  munici¬ 
pal  utility.’’ 

There  is  a  fair  distinction  between 
private  utilities  and  municipal  utilities. 
Municipal  utilities  are  branches  of  the 
government — the  people’s  government. 
Private  utilities  operate  for  profit. 

Mr.  President,  before  yielding  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  four  telegrams  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  municipalities  which  seek 
the  relief  provided  in  the  amendment 
for  municipalities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Austin,  Tex.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Ralph  Yarborough, 

Senate  Office  Building , 

Washington,  D.  C 

The  League  of  Texas  Municipalities  rep¬ 
resenting  580  cities  and  towns  protests 


strongly  to  section  11  (a)  of  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956.  This  leg¬ 
islation  will  vitally  affect  129  Texas  cities 
and  towns  located  on  the  Interstate  System. 
Such  an  amendment  relative  to  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  utility  relocation  will  place  an  im¬ 
mediate  financial  burden  on  local  publicly 
owned  utilities  and  will  produce  unnecessary 
delays  in  the  highway  program  since  these 
cities  are  not  in  a  position  to  accept  the 
tremendous  financial  obligation  involved, 
and  neither  in  fact  should  be  so  expected. 

A.  P.  Miller,  Jr., 

President,  League  of  Texas  Municipalities. 

Sulphur  Springs,  Tex.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Ralph  Yarborough, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Amendment  to  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  could  cause  many  municipal 
handicaps  with  special  reference  to  expense 
of  moving  utilities.  Section  11,  subsection 
(a)  availability  of  Federal  funds  for  reim¬ 
bursement  to  States  has  us  worried.  Please 
protect  the  cities  in  Texas  that  will  be  af¬ 
fected  by  this  bill. 

Joe  Dan  Avinger, 

Mayor. 

Seguin,  Tex.,  March  25,  1958. 
Senator  Ralph  Yarborough, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C 

Relative  to  amendments  to  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  I  would  like  to  solicit 
your  support  in  legislation  that  would  give 
financial  aid  to  cities  which  are  compelled  to 
relocate  their  utility  lines  in  event  a  high¬ 
way  is  constructed  which  would  cause  the 
removal  of  these  lines. 

The  city  of  Seguin  as  well  as  many  other 
cities  in  Texas  own  and  operate  their  elec¬ 
tric,,  water,  and  sewer  facilities  imd  due  to 
the  tremendous  financial  burden  that  we 
might  have  to  share  in  this  program  we 
earnestly  solicit  your  valuable  help  in  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Federal  Government  to  partic¬ 
ipate  in  the  expense  of  the  removal  and 
relocation  of  these  utility  lines. 

Congratulating  you  on  the  splendid  work 
you  are  doing,  I  am,  as  ever,  your  friend. 

Roger  W., 

Mayor,  City  of  Seguin,  Tex. 

Greenville,  Tex.,  March  25, 1958,  . 
Hon.  Ralph  Yarborough, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

Urgently  request  that  section  11a  of 
amendment  to  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956 
be  disapproved.  The  passage  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  will  cost  Greenville  citizens  several 
million  dollars  in  the  immediate  future  on 
utility  moves. 

Guy  L.  McGraw, 

City  Manager. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  also  that  the 
portion  of  the  report  on  the  bill  which 
begins  with  the  las;t  paragraph  on  page 
27  and  continues  through  page  29,  con¬ 
cerning  the  status  of  the  reimbursement 
laws  in  the  States,  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  -  — 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  (Nor 1407)  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  committee  has  had  the  problem  of  re¬ 
imbursement  to  the  States  for  relocation  of 
utility  facilities  under  consideration  for 
several  years.  Federal-aid  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  for  participation  in  the  cost  of  highway 
rights-of-way,  and  when  it  becomes  neces- , 
sary  to  acquire  property  for  this  purpose 
from  utilities.  Federal-aid  funds  are  used 
to  participate  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the 
property  were  owned  by  a  private  individual. 
If  the  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities  is 
found  to  be  a  proper  measure  of  just  com- 
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pensation  for  property  rights  taken  for  the 
right-of-way  of  a  Federal-aid  highway. 
Federal-aid  funds  participate  in  such  costs. 
There  remains  the  question,  however, 
whether  Federal-aid  funds  should  be  used  to 
participate  in  the  cost  of  relocating  utility 
facilities  where  no  vested  property  right  is 
taken,  and  the  utility  is  not  entitled  to  com¬ 
pensation  under  State  law.  Where  the  utili¬ 
ties  occupy  the  highway  rights-of-way  as  a 
privilege  and  have  acquired  no  vested  inter¬ 
est  in  the  rights-of-way,  most  States  for¬ 
merly  required  the  utilities  to  bear  the  cost 
of  relocating  their  facilities  when  such  re¬ 
location  was  necessary  to  permit  highway 
improvement. 

Since  the  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  which  increased  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  constructing  the 
Interstate  System  to  90  percent,  and  up  to 
95  percent  in  some  public  land  States,  and 
expressly  authorized  the  use  of  Federal-aid 
funds  for  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  re¬ 
locating  utility  facilities,  significant  action 
has  been  taken  in  many  State  legislatures. 
During  1956  and  1957,  legislation  which 
would  provide  for  payment  by  the  State  of 
the  cost  of  relocating  public-utility  facilities 
was  considered  by  the  legislative  assemblies 
in  40  States.  Such  legislation  was  passed  in 
22  States,  but  was  vetoed  in  6  States,  so  it 
became  law  in  16  States.  Under  these  16 
State  laws  only  1  State  will  pay  the  cost  of 
relocating  utility  facilities  on  all  State- 
maintained  highways,  5  relate  to  all  Federal- 
aid  projects,  and  10  relate  to  the  projects  on 
the  Interstate  System  only,  where  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  the  cost  is  at  least  90  percent. 

The  committee  did  not  contemplate  this 
drastic  change  in  existing  practices  when 
the  1956  act  was  enacted,  and  realizes  that 
the  use  of  Federal  funds  for  reimbursement 
to  the  States  for  this  purpose  will  increase 
substantially,  thereby  reducing  the  amount 
of  Federal  funds  available  for  construction 
of  highways. 

The  committee  recommends  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  section  111  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  reimburse  a  State  from 
Federal  funds  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of 
utility  facilities  necessitated  by  construction 
of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  whenever  a  State  under  State 
laws  is  required  to  pay  for  all  or  any  part  of 
such  cost.  Federal  funds  shall  be  used  for 
such  reimbursement  in  the  same  proportion 
as  such  funds  are  expended  on  the  project, 
not  to- exceed  70  percent  of  such  cost  which 
the  State  is  obligated  to  pay.  Such  reim¬ 
bursement  would  be  made  only  after  presen¬ 
tation  of  satisfactory  evidence  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  that  the  State  has  paid 
such  cost  from  its  own  funds.  These 
amended  provisions  would  only  apply  to 
-Federal-aid  highway  projects  covered  by  for¬ 
mal  project  agreements  executed  by  the 
Secretary  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  act.  v 

Under  this  proposed  amendment,  it  was 
the  intent  of  the  committee  that  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  the  States  from  Federal  funds  for 
utility  relocations  would  be  made  only  on 
the  basis  of  State  funds  actually  expended 
for  such  purposes,  and  not  for  funds  paid, 
advanced,  donated,  or  contributed,  by  or 
from  any  other  source. 

A  summary  of  State  legislative  action  with 
respect  to  the  authorization  of  utility  relo¬ 
cation  costs  is  as  follows: 

In  all,  40  States  have  considered  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  provide  for  payment  by 
the  State  of  the  cost  of  relocating  utility 
facilities  during  the  1956  and  1957  sessions. 
Of  these,  39  were  considered  during  the  past 
ypar.  Massachusetts  enacted  its  reimburse¬ 
ment  statute  in  1956. 

During  the  1957  session: 

(a)  Such  proposals  were  favorably  consid¬ 
ered  in  21  legislatures:  15  became  law — • 
Connecticut,  Delaware,  Florida,  Idaho,  Illi¬ 


nois,  Maine,  Minnesota,  Montana,  Nebraska, 
New  Mexico,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Texas,  and  Utah;  while  6  were  ve¬ 
toed — Colorado,  Kansas,  New  York,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Rhode  Island,  and  Wyoming. 

(t>)  In  18  legislatures,  such  measures  were 
either  defeated,  withdrawn,  or  not  acted  on: 
Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  California, 
Georgia,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Maryland,  Michigan, 
Missouri,  New  Hampshire,  Ohio,  Oregon, 
South  Dakota,  Vermont,  Washington,  West 
Virginia,  and  Wisconsin. 

(c)  The  legislatures  of  Kentucky,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  and  Virginia  did  not  meet  during  1957, 
while  no  measures  of  this  type  were  intro¬ 
duced  in  Louisiana  (budget  session  only), 
Nevada,  New  Jersey,  North  Carolina,  and 
South  Carolina.  In  addition,  studies  of  the 
problem  of  utility  relocation  and  its  cost 
were  authorized  in  Arkansas,  Michigan,  and 
Minnesota.  New  York  and  Washington 
adopted  laws  which  limited  reimbursement 
to  municipally  owned  facilities.  Of  all  the 
measures  proposed,  regardless  of  final  dispo¬ 
sition,  38  1  related  either  to  all  Federal-aid 
highway  projects  or  the  Interstate  System 
alone,  while  only  those  in  California  and 
Connecticut  related  to  all  State  highways. 
Of  the  16  relocation  laws  passed — 

(1)  Ten  relate  only  to  projects  on  the  In¬ 
terstate  System — Delaware,  Florida,  Illinois, 
Maine,  Minnesota,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota, 
Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  and  Texas.  Five  re¬ 
late  to  all  Federal-aid  projects— Idaho,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  Montana,  New  Mexico,  and  Utah. 
One  relates  to  all  State  maintained  high¬ 
ways— Connecticut. 

(2)  The  laws  of  Massachusetts  and  Illi¬ 
nois  give  the  highway  authorities  discretion 
in  the  matter  of  whether  or  not  the  utilities 
should  be  paid  for  relocating  facilities. 

(3)  Nebraska  and  North  Dakota  specifi¬ 
cally  made  reimbursement  subject  to  exist¬ 
ing  contracts  between  the  utilities  and  the 
State  or  local  governments. 

While  only  New  Mexico  and  Texas  pro¬ 
vided  that  existing  contracts  are  not  a  bar 
to  payment,  it  is  apparent  from  the  language 
of  the  laws  of  the  other  12  States  that  such 
contracts  are  not  an  obstacle  to  reimburse¬ 
ment.  (Minnesota  is  now  in  the  process  of 
rewriting  its  existing  utility  contracts  on 
this  point.) 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
in  view  of  the  statement  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Roads  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  if  the  amendment  is  withdrawn 
will  the  position  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Texas  be  stated  in  an  unprejudiced 
way  to  the  committee  of  conference  of 
the  two  Houses? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  will  be  stated  possibly 
with  a  little  favor. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Then,  in  the 
light  of  the  statement  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
I  withdraw  the  amendment  and  with¬ 
draw  the  request  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn,  and  the  re¬ 
quest  for  the  yeas  and  nays  is 
withdrawn. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  designated  “3-25-58-F’' 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  7,  line  1, 
after  the  word  “shall,”  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  “ex¬ 
cept  as  provided  in  section  2  of  this  act.” 

On  page  7,  line  6,  after  the  word 
"shall,”  insert  a  comma  and  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “except  as  provided  in  section  2  of 
this  act.” 


On  page  8,  beginning  with  line  20, 
strike  out  all  down  to  and  including  line 
13  on  page  9,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Immediate  apportionment  of 
$400  million  of  the  Federal-aid  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  authorization  for  1960: 
Immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  act 
$400  million  of  the  sum  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  this  act  to  be  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section 
4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

On  page  9,  lines  14  and  15,  strike  out 
“authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  section 
2  (a)  herein”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“required  to  be  apportioned  by  section 
2  (a) .” 

On  page  11,  beginning  with  line  21, 
strike  out  all  over  to  and  including  line 
4  on  page  12,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

(h)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent 
of  the  Congress  in  the  enactment  of  this 
section  to  make  funds  available  for  expend¬ 
iture  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  second¬ 
ary  systems,  including  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas,  for  the  purpose 
of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of 
highway  construction  on  these  systems. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  yield,  so  that  I 
rhay  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  for  the  quorum  call  will  be  charged 
to  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  all  right. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  PAYNE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Hoblitzell  in  the  chair).  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  COOPER.  For  what  purpose? 

Mr.  KERR.  In  order  that  I  may  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  read  an 
amendment  which  has  been  agreed  to  by 
the  members  of  the  committee  present, 
and  to  see  whether  the  amendment  can 
be,  unanimously  agreed  to  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  If  not,  we  shall  wait  until  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  has  been  acted  on. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  for 
that  purpose,  and  that  the  time  required 
shall  not  be  charged  to  the  time  avail¬ 
able  to  me,  in  connection  with  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  send  the 
amendment  to  the  desk,  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 
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The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  9,  in  line 
18,  it  is  proposed  to  change  the  period 
to  a  comma  and  to  insert  the  following: 
“subject  to  delays  caused  by  circum¬ 
stances  and  conditions  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of,  and  without  the  fault  of,  any 
contractor  on  such  contracts,  and  delays 
created  by  acts  of  God.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
conferred  with  me  about  the  amendment. 
I  believe  the  amendment  is  a  good  one, 
and  should  be  included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  submitted  the 
amendment  to  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  fi'om  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case];  and  the  amendment  has  their 
approval. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendment  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma.  Is  there  objection  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma? 
The  Chair  hears  none.  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  for  his 
courtesy. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  been  glad  to 
cooperate  with  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa.  , 

Mr.  President,  I  had  hoped  that  a 
larger  number  of  Senators  would  be  pres¬ 
ent  at  this  time,  because  my  amendment, 
if  adopted,  would  materially  alter  the 
bill — in  fact,  perhaps  more  so  than  any 
other  amendment  which  has  been  pro¬ 
posed,  other  than  the  amendment  deal¬ 
ing  with  billboards. 

I  wish  to  have  the  Senators  who  are 
present  understand  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment. 

Section  1  of  the  pending  bill  provides 
the  usual  and  normal  authorizations  for 
appropriations  for  the  next  biennial 
period :  Section  1  provides  that  for  fiscal 
year  1960,  $900  million  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  for  appropriation;  and  for  1961,  $900 
million.  As  Senators  well  know,  that  is 
the  usual  manner  of  making  appropri¬ 
ation  authorizations  in  advance,  for  the 
next  biennium. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  provides  that  a 
new  and  special  appropriation  shall  be 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1959, 
namely,  $400  million. 

The  Highway  Act  of  1956  authorized 
the  appropriation  of  $875  million  for  fis¬ 
cal  year  1959.  The  pending  bill  would 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  $400  million. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senate  something 
which  has  hardly  been  mentioned  during 
the  debate,  namely,  that  the  $400  million 
authorized  by  section  2,  would  not  be 
paid  from  the  trust  fund  established  by 
the  Highway  Act  of  1956.  Instead,  it 
will  be  paid  from  the  general  revenues 
of  the  Treasury— which  means  that  in 


1959  the  budget  will  be  increased  by 
$400  million. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  response  to  the 
point  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
made,  let  me  say  that  2  days  ago,  oh 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  I  interrogated 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 
It  was  my  understanding — and  I  was  the 
one  who  proposed  the  $400  million  pro¬ 
vision — that  what  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  has  just  stated  is  absolutely 
correct,  namely,  that  the  payment  was 
to  be  made  out  of  the  general  funds  of 
the  Treasury,  and  not  out  of  the  trust 
fund.  But  in  our  colloquy  with  the 
other  members  of  the  committee  on  the 
floor,  the  day  before  yesterday,  that  was 
not  the  general  understanding  of  the 
members  of  the  committee. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  in  the  bill, 
as  it  has  come  to  the  floor,  any  provision 
to  indicate  that  this  payment  would  not 
be  a  charge  on  the  trust  funds,  instead 
of  on  the  general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  funds  which  are 
authorized  in  section  1  for  appropria¬ 
tion  for  the  biennial  period  are  required 
by  the  1956  act  to  be  paid  from  the  trust 
fund. 

The  hearings  show  that  a  deficit  is 
now  anticipated  in  the  trust  fund;  that 
is  admitted.  Yesterday  evening,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  stated  that  he  would  vote 
against  the  bill,  because  there  would  be  a 
deficit  in  the  trust  fund,  and  because 
a  large  part  of  the  appropriations  being 
authorized  by  this  bill  must  be  paid  out 
of  the  general  revenues. 

I  have  also  talked  about  this  matter 
with  officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  I  can  say  to  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  that  there  is 
no  question  that  the  funds  that  would 
be  appropriated  as  a  result  of  the  special 
authorization  of  $400  million,  which  is 
to  be  added  to  the  existing  authorization 
of  $875  million,  must  be  paid  from  the 
general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that  assurance,  because  that 
was  the  intent.  I  talked  with  represen¬ 
tatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
but  I  was  not  assured  on  that  point. 
I  had  prepared  an  amendment  to  make 
sure  that  the  funds  would  come  from 
the  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated. 

But  if  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
settled  that  point,  that  amendment  will 
not  be  necessary.  So  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  committee  included 
the  special  authorization  for  an  addi¬ 
tional  $400  million  appropriation  in  or¬ 
der  to  increase  the  letting  of  new  con¬ 
tracts  in  the  States  on  the  ABC  systems, 
and  thus  to  stimulate  employment,  and 
the  use  of  construction  materials  and 
equipment. 

I  assume  that  the  committee’s  reason 
for  adding  $400  million  to  the  authori¬ 
zation  of  $875  million  for  fiscal  year 
1959  was  to  make  the  bill  an  antireces¬ 
sion  measure. 


I  will  agree  that  highway  construc¬ 
tion  is  one  of  the  best  and  surest  meth¬ 
ods  of  stimulating  employment  through¬ 
out  the  States  and  in  every  section  of 
the  States,  and  I  approve  that  purpose. 
But  I  say  that  in  this  case,  the  provision 
of  an  additional  $400  million  is.not  nec¬ 
essary. 

I  give  my  reasons.  My  amendment 
would  strike  out  that  part  of  section  2 
which  would  authorize  a  new  appro¬ 
priation  of  $400  million,  but  it  would 
nqt  leave  the  question  of  stimulating 
employment  unanswered.  Because,  as  a 
substitute  for  the  special  appropriation 
of  $400  million,  my  amendment  would 
advance  for  immediate  apportionment 
to  the  States  $400  million  from  the  new 
authorization  of  $900  million  for  fiscal 
year  1960. 

Instead  of  appropriating  $400  million 
of  new  money,  my  amendment,  if  it 
should  be  adopted,  would  simply  ad¬ 
vance  the  expenditure  of  $400  million 
of  the  1960  authorization,  which  would 
be  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  pro¬ 
viding  funds  for  the  highway  system  in 
the  next  biennial  period. 

We  know  that  after  July  1  the  entire 
$900  mihion  can  be  apportioned,  and 
must  be  apportioned  before  December 
1958.  All  my  amendment  would  do 
would  be  to  advance  the  apportionment 
of  $400  million  of  the  total  sum  by  a 
few  months.  It  would  serve  exactly  the 
same  purpose  as  a  special  appropriation. 
The  identical  amount  of  money  could 
be  apportioned  to  the  States  under  both 
the  committee  bill  and  my  amendment. 
Each  would  provide  funds  for  the  same 
amount  of  new  contracts,  and  each 
would  put  the  same  number  of  men  to 
work.  The  only  difference  is  this;  The 
committee  provision  adds  $400  million 
to  the  fiscal  year  1959  budget;  my  pro¬ 
vision  does  not  add  a  penny. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Yes. 

Mr.  COTTON.  In  the  bill  $400  million 
is  provided,  of  course,  as  the  Senator 
has  stated,  as  a  special  fund,  which,  if 
it  were  not  used  by  any  State,  would 
revert  to  the  Treasury,  and  would  not 
in  any  way  interfere  with  the  50-50 
funds  of  the  2  succeeding  years.  The 
point  about  the  Senator’s  amendment  I 
should  like  to  be  sure  of  in  my  mind  is 
this.  If,  under  his  amendment,  State  X 
is  unable,  or  for  some  reason  does  not 
see  its  way  clear,  to  make  use  of  the 
advanced  funds  on  a  70-30  basis,  so  the 
funds  are  not  used  in  the  time  specified 
and  in  the  manner  specified,  does  that 
State  lose  that  amount  of  money  on  the 
50-50  basis  in  the  succeeding  year,  or 
can  the  funds  be  taken  in  the  succeed¬ 
ing  year  on  a  50-50  basis? 

Mr.  COOPER.  My  amendment  would 
not  change  in  any  way  the  other  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  committee  bill.  It  would 
maintain  the  70-30  matching  basis  so 
far  as  the  $400  million  is  concerned.  It 
would  maintain  the  special  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $115  million  in  Federal  funds  to 
the  States  to  help  them  match.  It 
would  maintain  the  requirement  that  the 
$400  million  advance  must  be  obligated 
in  the  time  provided  in  the  committee 
bill.  It  would  not  interfere  with  the 
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full  use  of  the  $900  million  authorized 
for  fiscal  year  1960,  except  to  advance 
$400  million  for  immediate  apportion¬ 
ment. 

I  should  like  to  make  it  clear  that  all 
my  amendment  does  is  simply  reduce 
.  the  spending  provided  in  the  bill  by 
$400  million,  without  in  any  way  affect¬ 
ing  the  acceleration  of  highway  work. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  fear  I  did  not  make 
myself  quite  plain.  That  is  exactly  what 
disturbs  me,  because  if  the  Senator’s 
amendment  leaves  unchanged  the  pres¬ 
ent  provision  in  the  bill  then  any  portion 
of  the  $400  million  which  is  not  used,  or 
the  use  of  which  is  not  availed  of  by  the 
States,  will  lapse.  I  believe  the  Senator’s 
amendment  means  that  the  States 
should  use  the  $400  million  in  advance, 
and  if  they  do  not  use  it,  for  any  reason, 
they  may  lose  it  the  succeeding  year.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  COOPER.  No;  the  States  would 
not  lose  the  money  at  all.  It  simply 
means  that  if  the  States  obligate  the  full 
apportionment  from  the  $400  million 
that  would  be  advanced  in  my  proposal, 
within  the  time  of  obligation  provided  in 
t  the  committee  amendment,  then  they 
enjoy  the  70-30  matching  basis.  If  they 
do  not,  they  go  back  to  the  50-50  match¬ 
ing  basis  at  the  end  of  that  period,  for 
the  unobligated  amounts  of  the  $400 
million  advance. 

Mi*.  COTTON.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
forgive  me  if  I  seem  unduly  insistent. 
I  direct  the  Senator’s  attention  to  page  9 
of  the  bill,  lines  18  through  21.  It  refers 
to  the  special  $400  million  now  provided 
in  the  bill,  and  reads: 

Any  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State  under 
provisions  of  this  section  remaining  unex¬ 
pended  as  above  provided  on  December  1, 
1958,  shall  lapse. 

If  the  Senator’s  amendment  means 
that  if  the  States  can  and  do  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  the  70-30  ratio,  and  obligate 
themselves  and  use  it,  they  get  it,  and  if 
they  cannot  so  use  it,  the  States  are  still 
entitled  to  the  50-50  matching  basis  in 
the  succeeding  year,  so  that  they  will  not 
I  lose  any  of  the  regular  appropriation, 
that  is  one  thing;  but  if  it  means  the 
States  must  draw  the  funds  in  advance 
and  obligate  them  and  spend  them,  and 
if  they  do  not  do  so  the  funds  are  taken 
away  from  them  in  the  succeeding  years, 
on  the  50-50  basis,  then  I  think  it  ought 
to  be  corrected. 

\  Mr.  COOPER.  I  understand  the  point 
the  Senator  has  raised.  If  my  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  adopted,  and  $400  million 
of  the  $900  million  for  fiscal  year  1960 
should  be  advanced  for  apportionment, 
and  then  a  portion  of  that  fund  should 
not  be  obligated  by  a  State,  the  Senator’s 
question  is,  Would  the  unobligated  funds 
be  lost  forever,  or  would  they  revert  to 
the  1960  authorization? 

Mr.  COTTON.  On  a  50-50  basis. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  has 
raised  a  proper  question.  If  the  Senator 
has  any  doubt  about  it — although  I  do 
not — line  21  on  page  9  could  be  amended 
by  inserting,  in  place  of  the  words  “shall 
lapse,”  the  words  “shall  be  apportioned 
in  the  way  provided  in  section  1.” 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  think  that  would  be 
a  distinct  improvement. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
that  as  a  perfecting  amendment  on 
page  9,  line  21,  to  strike  out  the  words 
“shall  lapse”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  words  “shall  be  apportioned  accord¬ 
ing  to  section  1.” 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  In  the 
first  place,  may  I  say  I  doubt  that  the 
money  would  lapse. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I '  do  not  believe  it 
would  lapse. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thought 
the  Senator’s  amendment  would  provide 
for  the  elimination  of  subsection  (d)  and 
make  the  money  available  in  the  regular 
50-50  proportion  rather  than  on  a  70-30 
basis. 

If  the  Senator  leaves  the  subsection 
(d)  in  the  bill,  which  provides  for  a  70 
percent  constribution  by  the  Federal 
Government  with  respect  to  this  amount 
of  money,  and  also  leaves  in  the  authori¬ 
zation  for  an  advance  carried  in  sub¬ 
section  (e)  I  doubt  that  any  of  the  money 
would  be  unobligated  by  the  first  of 
December,  1958.  With  the  modification 
put  in  as  to  December  1,  1959,  I  doubt 
that  any  money  would  fail  to  be  ex¬ 
pended- by  that  time. 

I  think  the  modification  the  Senator 
now  seeks  to  make  could  be  properly 
handled  simply  by  striking  out  the  last 
sentence  in  subsection  (d) .  After  all,  if 
the  Senator’s  amendment  is  adopted, 
the  money  will  be  apportioned  to  the 
States. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  If  the 
Senator  merely  required  it  to  be  con¬ 
tracted  for  by  the  first  of  December, 
1958,  that  would  accomplish  the  purpose 
of  getting  the  work  under  contract. 
Why  should  the  second  sentence  be  there 
at  all? 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  There 
would  be  involved  a  forcing  back  to  the 
general  fund,  to  reapportion  the  money 
to  the  same  State. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  further,  without  losing 
his  right  to  the  floor,  let  me  say  I  agree 
with  both  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
and  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  that 
little,  if  any,  of  the  funds  would  lapse, 
because  the  States  of  course  would  have 
the  incentive  of  obtaining  funds  on  a 
70-30  basis  instead  of  a  50-50  basis. 

That  such  would  happen  is  by  no 
means  beyond  the  realm  of  possibility 
in  the  case  we  are  considering.  My 
amendment  to  the  bill  would  provide  an 
additional  sum  which  could  be  used,  and 
used  at  once,  or  which  would  go  into  the 
Treasury  if  not  used.  In  this  case  the 
money  would  be  handled  a  little  differ¬ 
ently.  There  would  be  a  difference  be¬ 
tween  using  it  at  once  on  a  70-30  basis 
or  letting  it  remain  for  another  year, 
when  it  could  be  used  on  a  50-50  basis. 

There  are  States  which  have  quite  a 
problem  as  to  matching  the  Federal 
funds,  particularly  when  the  legislatures 
are  not  in  session  and  funds  are  perhaps 
tight. 


I  cannot  see  how  such  a  provision  in 
the  bill  could  do  harm.  In  fact,  it  cer¬ 
tainly  could  not  do  any  harm.  If  the 
language  represents  poor  workmanship 
or  poor  draftsmanship,  it  can  be  adjusted 
in  the  committee  of  conference.  I  can¬ 
not  see  how  such  a  provision  could  do 
harm.  I  think  we  can  improve  the  pro¬ 
vision  by  stating  it  in  plain  language: 

Any  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State  under 
provisions  of  this  section — 

If  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  is  adopted — 
remaining  unexpended  as  above  provided  on 
December  1,  1958,  shall  be  available  in  the 
next  year — 

Or  however  it  may  be  desired  to 
phrase  it — 

on  the  regular  50-50  basis. 

Then  it  would  be  in  such  form  that 
“he  that  runs  may  read.” 

Then  the  States  would  have  the  option 
of  speeding  up  the  work  on  a  70-30  basis, 
or  getting  funds  later  on  a  50-50  basis. 
I  think  that  is  rather  important. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  15  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  COOPER.  If  the  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit,  I  should  like  to  complete  my  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  May  I 
complete  my  comment  on  that  matter? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
the  Senator’s  suggestion,  specifying  that 
funds  shall  remain  with  a  State  but  be 
available  After  a  certain  date  for  use  on 
the  regular  50-50  basis,  is  constructive. 
The  money  should  be  available  for  the 
normal  period  of  any  apportionment  on 
a  50-50  basis. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  point  in  continuing  a  long  dis¬ 
cussion  of  this  matter.  I  am  perfectly 
conscious  and  appreciative  of  the  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  work  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  done  on  the  bill,  and  of  the 
merits  of  the  bill  which  has  been  re¬ 
ported. 

But  I  repeat,  that  in  the  debate,  which 
has  continued  for  3  days,  there  has 
been  hardly  any  notice  of  the  fact  that 
the  committee  bill  provides  for  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  budget  for  fiscal 
year  1959  of  $400  million  for  the  ABC 
system,  and  I  think  without  need.  It  is 
obvious,  as  I  have  said,  that  the  purpose 
of  adding  $400  million  was  to  combat  the 
recession — to  put  people  to  work.  Yet, 
in  the  same  bill  another  appropriation 
of  $900  million  is  authorized  which  will 
become  available  after  July  1. 

My  proposal  is  simple:  To  strike  the 
$400  million  of  new  appropriations  from 
section  1  and  to  substitute  in  its  place 
$400  million  of  the  regular  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $900  million,  which  would  in 
any  case  be  apportioned  after  July  1. 
It  would  simply  mean  that  $400  million 
would  be  immediately  apportioned,  the 
States  could  immediately  begin  to  make 
contracts,  and  men  could  be  put  to  work. 
The  effect  would  be  exactly  the  same, 
so  far  as  putting  people  to  work  is  con¬ 
cerned,  as  the  use  of  the  special  appro¬ 
priation  of  $400  million. 
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The  only  difference  between  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  committee  in  section  2,  and 
my  amendment,  is  that  my  amendment 
would  not  add  new  obligations  to  the 
Federal  Treasury.  The  committee  pro¬ 
posal  would  add  $400  million  of  new  ex¬ 
penditures. 

I  shall  address  myself  to  a  second 
point  and  then  close.  The  bill  has  other 
implications.  For  the  past  2  months 
we  have  talked  about  nothing  in  this 
Chamber  except  recession.  I  do  not 
say  that  in  criticism,  but  rather  in  ap¬ 
proval,  because  we  are  all  concerned 
about  the  recession  and  men  and  wom¬ 
en  who  are  out  of  work.  However,  un¬ 
til  consideration  of  the  pending  bill, 
our  action  has  been  limited  to  accelerat¬ 
ing  work  under  existing  appropriations. 

A  few  days  ago  we  adopted  two  reso¬ 
lutions  which  had  been  submitted  by 
the  distinguished  majority  leader,  the 
Senator  1  from  Texas  [Mr.  Johnson]. 
What  was  the  theme  of  those  resolu¬ 
tions?  It  was  to  express  the  sense  of 
the  Congress  that  public  works  expendi¬ 
tures  and  defense  expenditures  should 
be  accelerated,  from  appropriations 
which  had  been  previously  made. 

The  housing  bill  dealt  with  loans 
rather  than  with  new  appropriations. 

Likewise,  the  administration  program 
thus  far  has  been  concerned  with  ac¬ 
celerating  the  expenditure  of  funds 
which  have  already  been  appropriated. 

But  in  the  pending  bill  we  are  em¬ 
barking  upon  a  public  works  program 
and  making  available  new  and  addition¬ 
al  appropriations,  above  the  level  of  or¬ 
dinary  appropriations.  I  do  not  say  that 
this  should  not  be  done  if  public  works 
are  to  be  the  choice  of  the  Congress, 
to  meet  the  recession.  But  in  the  next 
few  weeks  we  may  be  required  to  come 
to  grips  with  the  issue  of  whether  we 
shall  embark  on  a  greatly  expanded 
public  works  program,  or  whether  to  cut 
taxes. 

One  question  which  I  raise  is  whether 
without  considering  our  future  course 
and  choice,  we  should  provide  this  special 
appropriation  of  $400  million,  before  it 
is  actually  needed. 

I  have  not  heard  my  proposal  chal¬ 
lenged.  I  have  talked  with  officials  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  about  it,  It 
would  perform  exactly  the  same  func¬ 
tion  as  the  special  appropriation  of  $400 
million. 

I  have  talked  with  members  of  the 
committee.  They  do  not  question  that 
my  amendment  would  meet  exactly  the 
same  purpose  as  the  committee  proposed. 

I  have  presented  my  amendment  in  the 
belief  that  we  can  properly  strike  $400 
million  from  the  bill.  Later,  if  it  should 
become  necessary  to  appropriate  addi¬ 
tional  funds,  of  course,  the  Congress 
could  provide  them.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  is  unnecessary  to  appropriate  the  ad¬ 
ditional  $400  million  at  this  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  not  the  Senator 
feel  that  the  appropriation  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  money  provided  for  in  the  bill 
now  before  the  Senate  would  not  only 
have  a  beneficial  effect  in  stepping  up 


employment,  but  would  have  a  whole¬ 
sale  and  good  psychological  effect? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  wholly  agree  that 
the  $400  million  special  appropriation, 
in  the  committee  bill  would  permit  the 
States  to  enter  into  new  contracts,  and 
put  people  to  work.  I  do  not  deny  that 
fact.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  my  pro¬ 
posal,  which  would  advance  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  $400  million  of  the  $900 
million  authorized  in  the  bill,  would, 
have  exactly  the  same  effect.  The  only 
difference  between  the  two  proposals  is 
that  one  involves  an  additional  charge 
on  the  Treasury  of  $400  million,  and  my 
amendment  would  not  add  an  additional 
penny  to  the  obligations  of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  there  the  slightest 
doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  that  if  his  amendment  were 
to  be  adopted  and  become  law,  either 
later  this  year  or  early  next  year  the 
Congress  would  replace,  in  the  1960  ap¬ 
portionment,  the  $400  million  which 
would  be  taken  out  of  it  by  the  Senator’s 
amendment? 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  might  be  done. 
But  it  would  not  affect  the  total  charge 
on  the  budget  over  a  period  of  2  years. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  not  this  money 
come  out  of  the  trust  fund? 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  comes  Out  of  the 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  that  affect  the 
budget? 

Mr.  COOPER.  No;  that  would  not 
affect  the  budget. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  not  the  Senator  feel 
that  psychologically  the  States  would  get 
the  impression  that,  on  the  one  hand,  we 
were  advancing  them  $400  million  to 
speed  up  construction  and  to  provide  em¬ 
ployment  for  constructive  purposes,  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  taking  it  away  from 
them,  so  that  realistically  they  would 
then  have  to  reduce  their  plans  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960  accordingly? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  believe  so. 
As  the  Senator  knows,  in  section  1  of  the 
bill  there  is  an  authorization  of  $900 
million,  to  be  apportioned  to  the  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  When? 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  could  be  appor¬ 
tioned  after  July  1.  # 

Mr.  KERR.  For  what  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  COOPER.  For  the  fiscal  year 
1960. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  if  the  Senator’s 
amendment  were  adopted,  $900  million 
could  not  be  apportioned  after  July  1, 
for  1960.  t 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  remainder,  $500 
million,  could  be  apportioned. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  COOPER.  But  the  $400  million 
which  could  be  apportioned  now,  and  the 
$500  million  to  be  apportioned  after  July 
1,  equal  $900  million,  exactly  the  same 
sum  as  though  the  total  apportionment 
of  it  had  been  postponed  until  after  July 
1. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  it  is  not  the  same  as 
$4b0  million  for  1959  and  $900  million 
for  1960. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  has  put 
his  finger  on  the  important  point.  What 
the  committee  has  done  has  been  to  de¬ 
cide  that  it  wished  to  add  $400  million 
of  new  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 


1959.  The  committee  has  decided  that 
it  wishes  to  spend  that  additional  sum. 
Of  course,  that  is  a  valid  decision  so  far 
as  the  committee  is  concerned.  What  I 
am  saying  is  that  it  would  not  add  any 
more  to  immediate  employment  than 
the  solution  I  have  proposed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  not  the  Senator  aware 
of  the  fact  that,  so  far  as  immediate 
employment  is  concerned,  employment 
for  1958  would  be  affected  by  the  appor¬ 
tionment  which  would  be  available  to 
the  highway  departments  beginning  on 
July  1,  1958? 

Mr.  COOPER.  They  would  have  $900 
million,  under  section  1,  which  they  could 
apportion. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  they  would  not  have 
that  if  the  Senator’s  amendment  were 
adopted. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Certainly  they  would. 
They  would  have  $400  million,  which 
could  be  apportioned  before  July  1,  and 
$500  million  to  be  apportioned  after  July 
1. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
withdraw  his  amendment,  I  feel  that 
there  is  general  agreement  among  Sena¬ 
tors  that  the  committee  bill,  so  far  as  the 
stepped-up  construction  program  au¬ 
thorized  in  it  is  concerned,  should  be  ap¬ 
proved;  and  I  sincerely  urge  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky  to  with¬ 
draw  his  amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  position,  but  I  am  serious  in  the 
proposal  I  make.  In  my  view  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  calling  for  the  expenditure  of 
$400  million  when  I  do  not  think  it  is 
required  at  this  time.  If  it  is  required 
later,  it  can  be  authorized. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  that  I  am  one 
of  those  who  do  not  feel  disposed-/  at 
the  beginning  of  this  period,  when  we 
do  not  know  whether  to  be  optimistic 
or  pessimistic,  to  assume  that  in  the 
fiscal  year  1959  we  shall  be  compelled 
to  make  additional  appropriations.  We 
shall  be  able  to  make  that  decision  when 
we  return  after  the  first  of  the  year,  if 
conditions  warrant  it.  I  do  not  wish 
to  add  my  prediction  that  we  shall  have 
to  do  it  after  the  first  of  the  year.  So 
I  am  much  in  favor  of  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Cotton]. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  Senators  to  the 
fact  that  the  provision  of  an  additional 
$400  million  in  the  bill,  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  for  use  without  re¬ 
striction  by  the  usual  formulas  pertain¬ 
ing  to  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
roads,  to  be  used  immediately  on  projects 
which  will  be  completed  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture,  is  the  very  essence  of  the  bill. 

It  was  my  position  in  the  committee 
that  I  did  not  like  to  see  $1%  billion 
dollars  put  into  the  Interstate  System 
at  this  time.  I  happen  to  believe  that 
we  are  a  bit  dazzled  by  this  great  Inter¬ 
state  System. 

One  thing  is  certain,  and  that  is  that 
putting  extra  money  into  the  Interstate 
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System  would  not  have  any  immediate 
effect  or  impact  on  our  economy.  I  re¬ 
gret  that  that  was  done,  and  that  the 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Virginia  was  not  adopted  last  night. 
I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  retaining 
in  the  bill  the  $1%  billion  of  extra  money 
to  accelerate  construction  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  and  then  impairing  the  use 
of  the  $400  million  for  the  ABC  roads, 
is  straining  at  a  gnat  and  swallowing 
a  camel. 

This  money  goes  into  the  system  where 
it  will  have  an  immediate  impact.  The 
highway  commissioner  of  my  State  in¬ 
formed  me  that  he  could  use  this  money 
and  have  the  work  begin  within  2  months 
after  the  passage  of  the  bill.  It  goes 
out  into  the  States  and  can  be  channeled 
into  the  spots  where  it  is  most  needed. 

There  is  less  money  used  in  buying 
rights-of-way  and  less  money  used  in 
engineering  and  in  planning  and  in  pre¬ 
paring,  and  more  money  goes  into  em¬ 
ployment  and  into  roads,  in  the  ABC 
system  than  in  the  Interstate  System  by 
far. 

That  is  one  point  in  this  bill  that  is 
important.  I  have  steadfastly  been 
against  pump  priming.  I  agree  with  the 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont.  We  certainly  should  not 
rush  headlong  into  any  pump -priming 
projects.  However,  if  there  is  one  spot 
where  the  plans  are  all  made  and  are 
no  longer  on  the  drawing  boards,  but 
ready  to  go,  and  where  the  money  will 
have  an  immediate  impact  and  put  men 
to  work  on  jobs  that  are  not  wasted,  but 
in  building  the  most  necessary  thing  in 
this  country,  it  is  in  the  building  of  the 
ABC  roads  by  the  States. 

I  am  not  greatly  upset  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  able  Senator  from 
Kentucky.  He  has  in  mind  all  the 
things  I  have  just  said.  To  a  Gertain 
extent  his  amendment  would  effectuate 
the  same  thing.  However,  the  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  just  as  sure  as  we  are  sitting 
in  this  chamber  today,  when  next  year 
comes  along  and  the  States  have  used 
up  a  part  of  their  apportionment  on  the 
very  necessary  ABC  road  projects,  they 
will  come  to  us,  and  we  will  give  them 
back  what  we  have  taken  or  had  them 
borrow  in  advance  on  this  special  pro¬ 
gram. 

That  being  the  case,  it  would  seem  to 
me,  having  put  into  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem — by  borrowing  from  the  trust  fund 
and  borrowing  $2  million  of  outside 
money  from  the  -Treasury — all  this 
money,  which  cannot  possibly  have  an 
effect  for  all  this  time,  the  program  of 
the  additional  $400  million  is  a  reason¬ 
able  and  sensible  one,  and  it  should  not 
be  impaired — although  it  would  not  be 
ruined  or  seriously  harmed — by  water¬ 
ing  it  down  and  saying  to  the  States, 
“You  may  borrow  this  money  and  use 
it  now  and  take  it  out  of  your  next  year’s 
apportionment.”  It  is  highly  essential 
that  the  highway  departments  of  the 
various  States  find  the  money.  They 
can  find  it  if  they  really  want  to.  It 
is  highly  essential  that  they  find  the 
money  and  start  work  now,  not  some¬ 
time  next  year.  That  is  all  written  in 
the  bill. 

If  there  is  one  place  in  the  whole  econ¬ 
omy  where  I  am  ready  to  concede  that 


the  situation  we  are  facing  now  makes 
it  profitable  and  sensible  to  have  some 
speedy  work  added  to  our  present  pro¬ 
gram,  it  is  in  the  ABC  highways  of 
the  various  States. 

For  these  reasons,  I  hope  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  not  be  adopted  and  that  the 
provision  as  set  forth  in  the  bill  will 
remain  in  it.  I  repeat,  however,  that 
in  a  measure  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  not  aimed 
to  defeat  this  purpose,  but  I  think  it 
weakens  the  purpose. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  contains  one  impor¬ 
tant  amendment  which  was  suggested  by 
the  able  senior  Sentaor  from  Kentucky. 
He  appeared  before  the  committee  and 
testified.  That  is  the  provision  which 
moves  back  from  December  31,  to  July  1 
the  time  for  making  apportionments  of 
funds  authorized  for  fiscal  1960.  The 
committee  agreed  unanimously  that  this 
should  be  done. 

I  should  like  to  say  also  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky,  in  a  letter  to  the  Public  Roads 
Subcommittee,  suggested  the  necessity 
of  accelerating  immediately  improve¬ 
ments  to  our  primary  and  secondary 
roads. 

The  only  difference  between  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  committee  bill  and  the 
proposal  of  the- distinguished  and  able 
senior  Senator  from  Kentucky  is  that  the 
committee  recommends  an  additonal  ap¬ 
portionment  for  1959,  where  as  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Kentucky  recommends 
that  $400  million  of  the  regular  ap¬ 
portionment  for  fiscal  1960  be  used  in 
fiscal  1959.  Both  would  bring  about  the 
same  amount  of  improvement  and  ac¬ 
celeration  in  fiscal  1959,  but  the  diffi¬ 
culty  of  it,  as  I  see  it,  is  that  we  are 
now  also  providing  for  the  regular  ap¬ 
portionments  for  fiscal  1960  and  1961. 
Indeed,  there  is  pending  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  bill  which  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  already  passed,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  biennial  apportionment  for 
1960  and  1961. 

If  we  adopt  the  amendment,  which 
would  strip  our  regular  programs  for 
1960,  our  committee  would  have  to  meet 
almost  immediately  and  report  another 
bill  to  provide  fdr  the  1960  apportiori- 
ment.  Our  States,  our  counties,  and 
our  highway  departments  are  geared  to 
the  regular  highway  program  for  which 
we  have  made  regular  authorizations  and 
apportionments.  N 

The  pending  bill  contains  the  regular 
biennial  apportionment  and  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  substitute  the  pending 
bill  for  the  House  bill,  thus  placing  into 
conference  the  accelerated  program  and 
the  regular  annual  apportionments. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Kentucky 
seeks  primarily  the  same  goal  which  the 
committee  seeks.  However,  we  do  not 
feel  that  we  can  disrupt  the  regular  pro¬ 
gram  in  order  to  provide  for  acceleration 
now.  I  believe  our  States  would  seriously 
object  to  it.  I  am  sure  they  would  pre¬ 
fer  not  to  disrupt  their  regular  program, 
and  perhaps  they  would  prefer  no  accel¬ 


eration  at  all,  if  such  acceleration  were 
provided  at  the  expense  of  the  regular 
program  for  fiscal  1960. 

I  hope  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
will  accede  to  the  unanimous  view  of  the 
subcommittee,  as  I  believe  it  to  be,  that 
we  do  not  disrupt  the  regular  programs 
for  1960  and  1961. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  before 
yielding  back  the  remainder  of  my  time, 
I  should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  when  he  was  describing 
the  purpose  of  my  amendment,  I  was  re¬ 
minded  of  the  young  lawyer  before  the 
Supreme  Court.  When  the  Chief  Justice 
finally  took  up  his  case  and  described  the 
issues,  the  young  lawyer  said  to  the 
Chief  Justice  that  the  Justice  had  stated 
the  case  almost  as  well  as  he  could. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
stated  the  case  fairly.  There  is  no  dis¬ 
tinction  between  the  committee  proposal 
and  my  proposal,  except  that  mine  would 
save  the  Federal  Government  $400  mil¬ 
lion.  My  proposal  would  have  the  same 
effect  upon  putting  men  to  work  at  this 
time. 

As  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
said,  since  this  sum  will  be  apportioned 
by  July  1,  anyway,  it  simply  would  mean 
that  the  amount  would  be  apportioned 
3  months  earlier. 

So  I  do  not  think  it  would  have  much 
effect  upon  the  next  biennial  program  of 
road  construction.  But  that  is  the  issue, 
and  the  Senate  can  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  President,  I  sincerely  regret  to 
have  to  disagree  with  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky.  He  was  mistaken,  though,  in 
my  judgment,  when  he  said  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  no  effect  upon  the 
1960-61  program.  As  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  pointed  out,  Congress  tradi¬ 
tionally  and  historically  passes  a  high¬ 
way  construction  bill  each  biennium,  and 
they  pass  it  for  the  biennium. 

In  both  the  House  bill  now  before  the 
Senate  and  in  the  committee  bill  which 
is  before  the  Senate,  provision  is  made 
for  the  regular  highway  construction 
work  for  the  biennium. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  would  take  $400  million  out  of 
the  program  for  the  biennium;  then,  if 
the  bill  were  passed,  it  would  serve  notice 
on  the  States  that  while  they  can  step 
up  their  program  immediately  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  $400  million,  they  would  be  on 
notice  that  in  preparing  for  theij-  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  biennium,  the  program 
would  have  to  be  on  a  basis  of  $400  mil¬ 
lion  less  than  that  provided  for  in  either 
the  House  bill  or  the  committee  bill,  and 
on  the  basis  of  $375  million  less  than  the 
regular  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year 
1959. 

So  I  again  urge  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  to  withdraw  his 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  his  time? 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  will  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
his  time,  I  will  yield  back  mine. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  has  indicated 
that  he  would  yield  back  his  time.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  back 
his  time? 


4964 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  March  27 


Mr.  KERR.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  designated  “3-25- 
58— E.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  amendment  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record,  without  being  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Carlson’s  amendment  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

At  the  proper  place  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

That  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 
is  amended  by  adding  immediately  follow¬ 
ing  section  113  the  following  new  section: 
“Sec.  113 A.  Increase^  mileage  for  Interstate 
System. 

“In  i  the  case  of  any  State  having  a  toll 
road,  bridge,  or  tunnel  which  is  approved  by 
the  Secretary  as  a  part  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  under  section  .113  (a)  of  this  act  be¬ 
fore  June  30,  1958,  the  Secretary  shall,  upon 
application  by  the  State,  designate  as  part 
of  the  Interstate  System  other  routes  with¬ 
in  such  State  which  are  equal  in  mileage  to 
the  length  of  all  such  toll  roads,  bridges, 
and  tunnels  within  such  State.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  108  (1)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(1)  Increase  in  mileage:  Section  7  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838),  relating  to  the  Interstate  System,  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  ‘41,000  miles’ 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘41,000  plus  the 
total  of  all  amounts  designated  as  part  of 
the  Interstate  System  under  section  113A  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956’:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  cost  of  completing  any  mile¬ 
age  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  excess 
of  40,000  miles  shall  be  included  in  making 
the  estimates  of  cost  for  completing  the 
Interstate  System  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d)  of  this  section.”  1 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  grant 
each  State  having  a  toll  road  on  the 
Interstate  System  an  equivalent  mileage 
to  be  designated  as  a  part  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  and  thus  to  be  eligible  for 
90-percent  Federal  aid. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956 
changed  the  matching  provisions  with 
regard  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System 
by  increasing  the  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  any  such  project  to  90  percent, 
the  remaining  10  percent  to  be  paid  by 
the  States.  Because  of  the  incorporation 
into  the  Interstate  System  of  State- 
financed  toll  roads,  the  States  in  which 
such  roads  are  located  are  losing  a  large 
percentage  of  Federal  aid  for  interstate 
mileage  to  which  they  would  be  entitled. 

The  practical  effect  of  the  amendment 
would  be  to  add  2,254  miles  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  in  26  States.  Twenty-six 
States  at  present  have  a  certain  mileage 
in  toll  roads.  Kansas  happens  to  have 
the  third  largest  mileage  of  toll  roads  in 
the  Nation.  New  York  is  first,  and  Penn¬ 
sylvania  is  second. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  table  showing  the  mileage  of 
toll  road  facilities  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 


tary  of  Commerce  as  a  part  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Mileage  of  toll  facilities  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  as  part  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  under  sec.  113  (a)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 


State:  Mileage 1 

California _  1.  0 

Connecticut _  98.  0 

'Delaware _ - _  4.  1 

Florida _ L - - -  42.  5 

Georgia _  .  8 

Illinois _  152.  5 

Indiana _ * -  156.  9 

Iowa _ _ _  3.  3 

Kansas-.) _  186.  6 

Kentucky - _ -  40.2 

Maine _  60.  1 

Maryland _  11.0 

Massachusetts _  123.  0 

Michigan _  5.  0 

Missouri _  4.  8 

Nebraska _ •  3 

New  Hampshire -  13.  9 

New  Jersey _ 49.9 

New  York _  518.0 

Ohio _  174.  5 

Oklahoma _ 175.  0 

Oregon _  •  9 

Pennsylvania _  359.  0 

Texas _ 29.  6 

Virginia _  43.  6 

West  Virginia - - -  •  3 


Total.. _ _  2,254.8 


1  Mileage  taken  from  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  release  of  August  21,  1957,  and  from 
table  A-la,  p.  12  of  Secretary  of  Commerce 
report  of  January  7,  1958  (H.  Doc.  301,  85th 
Cong.,  2d  sess  ) 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Unless  some  pro¬ 
vision  is  made  to  compensate  the  States 
which  had  the  vision  and  foresight  to 
construct  these  roads  to  assist  in  han¬ 
dling  the  ever-increasing  volume  of 
traffic,  they  will  not  receive  their  fair 
share  of  the  funds  voted  by  Congress  for 
the  construction  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  as  approved  by  Congress  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

Let  us  consider,  for  example,  Kansas. 
What  will  happen  to  that  State?  Fjrst, 
on  the  almost  190  miles  of  highway 
which  has  been  designated  as  a  part  of 
the  Interstate  System  tolls  are  paid  by 
those  who  travel  a  - large  part  of  the 
Interstate  System  in  Kansas.  This 
means,  of  course,  that  the  motorist  will 
be  riding  free  on  the  Interstate  System 
in  adjoining  States — Oklahoma  and 
Missouri,  for  instance — while  he  will  be 
paying  toll  charges  when  traveling  in  the 
State  of  Kansas  on  the  Kansas  Interstate 
System.  Not  only  will  he  be  paying  tolls 
for  traveling  on  the  Kansas  road,  but 
he  will  also  be  paying  a  tax  to  build  free 
roads  in  other  States. 

Furthermore,  the  citizens  of  Kansas 
who  ride  on  the  Interstate  System  and 
pay  tolls  to  the  State  will  have  an  addi¬ 
tional  burden  Lo  bear. 

Second,  unless  there  is  some  provision 
whereby  an  adjustment  may  be  made  for 
the  mileage  of  roads  which  have  previ¬ 
ously  been  constructed  on  a  toll  basis, 
Kansas  will  not  receive  its  proportionate 
share  of  the  taxes  collected  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Interstate  System. 


Mr.  President,  I  was  not  on  the  floor 
on  Tuesday  of  this  week  when  a  col¬ 
loquy  occurred  between  the  distinguish¬ 
ed  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  and  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Connecticut^  [Mr. 
Bush]  in  regard  to  the  compensation  to 
States  which  face  the  problem  of  toll 
roads  in  the  Interstate  System. 

For  the  Record,  I  wish  to  read  the 
comment  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  as  it  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  4671  of  the  Congressional 
Record  for  Tuesday,  March  25: 

Mr.  Gore.  I  can  say  in  all  candor  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Connecticut  that  in  our 
discussion  in  the  subcommittee  there  was 
general  recognition  of  the  equities  involved, 
and  the  report  so  states.  Since  the  request 
of  the  able  Senator  from  Connecticut  is 
joined  in  by  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  who  served  with -distinc¬ 
tion  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  I  will 
say  that  hearings  will  be  held  whether  the 
administration  submits  a  recommendation 
or  not. 

As  I  understand  from  the  distinguish¬ 
ed  Senator  from  Tennessee  and  from 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  hear¬ 
ings  will  be  held  by  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  with  a  view  to 
bringing  about,  if  possible,  an  adjust¬ 
ment  of  some  of  these  inequities. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McNamara  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  From  the  record,  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  will  notice  that  the 
request  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush],  which 
was  joined  in  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin], 
was  that  the  hearing  be  held  after  the 
governors’  conference  has  reported  on 
this  subject.  The  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush] 
indicated  that  that  report  would  be  made 
rather  early. 

In  view  of  this  colloquy  and  this  re¬ 
quest,  I  hope  it  will  be  agreeable  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kansas  that 
the  hearing  await  the  report  by  the 
governors’  conference  and,  if  possible, 
the  report  and  recommendation  of  the 
administration  on  this  point. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  made. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
press  today  for  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

In  Kansas  and  in  26  other  States 
which  have  toll  roads,  this  problem 
exists. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  go 
a  step  further:  If  the  report  from  the 
governors’  conference  and  the  recom¬ 
mendation  from  the  administration  will 
be  forthcoming,  or  if  either  will  be 
forthcoming,  within  a  reasonable  time, 
we  shall  wait  until  then.  If  not,  a  hear¬ 
ing  will  be  held  in  any  event,  before  this 
session  is  over. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  a  very  definite  statement,  and,  of 
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course,  it  is  the  only  kind  of  statement 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  makes.  I 
appreciate  very  much  his  statement. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  appreciate  my 
colleague’s  courtesy  in  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  commend 
my  colleague  for  pointing  out,  as  other 
Senators  have  pointed  out  for  the 
Record,  the  situation  existing  in  the 
States  which  have  toll  roads. 

As  has  been  so  ably  pointed  out  by  my 
junior  colleague  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  certain  inequities  certainly 
will  inure  to  the  States  which  have  these 
toll  roads;  and  as  my  colleague  has 
pointed  out,  the  situation  is  one  which  we 
should  deal  with  in  equity  and  in  good 
conscience. 

So  I  desire  to  commend  the  junior 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  I 
also  desire  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  who  has  just  given\assur- 
ances  to  the  junior  Senator  from  Kansas 
and  to  our  State. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  join  my  colleague,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Schoeppel],  in  point¬ 
ing  out  that  this  problem  exists  in  our 
State,  and  our  State  is  concerned  with  it. 

When  190  miles  of  toll  road  have  al¬ 
ready  been  jbuilt,  and  when  they  meet 
all  the  specifications  for  as  modern  a 
road  as  can  be  built,  then  we  do  have  a 
problem.  I  believe  that  our  State  and 
other  States  in  a  similar  situation  are 
entitled  to  some  aid,  if  possible. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  will  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  Kansas  has  pre¬ 
sented  a  problem  which  concerns  any 
Member  of  the  Senate  who  has  served 
on  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee.  We  recognize  that 
before  we  finish  dealing  with  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  problems,  something  should 
be  done  in  regard  to  the  toll  roads,  in 
the  case  of  the  States  in  which  toll  roads 
have  been  constructed. 

Of  course,  the  question  applies,  not 
only  to  toll  roads,  but  also  to  other  roads 
of  the  primary  system  which  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  Interstate  System 
to  the  extent  that  they  meet  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  Interstate  System. 

The  problem  is  a  perplexing  one. 

I  would  not  contend  that  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  it  is  handled  in  a  manner  which 
is  entirely  satisfactory.  Something 
should  be  done.  But  these  studies  are 
under  way,  both  by  the  Bureau  of  Pub-  - 
lie  Roads  and  by  the  governors’  con¬ 
ference. 

We  also  have  the  problem  of  trying 
to  construct  the  maximum  number  of 
miles  of  road  with  the  funds  available. 
We  recognize  that,  in  that  connection, 
there  is  a  tendency  to  use  roads  already 
constructed. 

But  certainly  the  States  in  which  toll 
roads  have  been  constructed  are  entitled 
to  a  special  hearing  on  that  subject.  So 
I  was  glad  to  hear  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  raise  the  question  in  the  rea¬ 
sonable  way  in  which  he  has  raised  it 


this  afternoon;  and  I  was  also  glad  to 
hear  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads  [Mr.  Gore]  as¬ 
sure  the  Senator  from  Kansas  that 
hearings  would  be  held  as  soon  as  the  re¬ 
ports  are  available — or  sooner,  if  they 
are  not  received  before  the  end  of  the 
session. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  in 
line  with  what  the  senior  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  said,  I  wish  to  state  that  I 
realize  this  problem  exists  not  only  in 
the  case  of  the  States  in  which  toll  roads 
have  been  constructed,  but  also  in  the 
case  of  all  the  States-  which  are  affected 
by  the  Interstate  System. 

With  this  assurance  by  the  able  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Roads  Subcommittee  [Mr. 
Gore],  I  believe  that  something  will  be 
done  to  do  justice  and  equity  in  the  case 
of  these  States. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
yield  to  me? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  undoubtedly  Congress  itself 
will  have  to  solve  this  problem,  for  it  is 
a  most  difficult  one. 

As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  stated,  the  problem 
relates  not  only  to  toll  roads,  but  also 
to  other  roads  which  meet  the  specifica¬ 
tions. 

I  believe  Pennsylvania  is  second  in  the 
number  of  miles  of  toll  roads.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Pennsylvania  has  at  least  100  miles 
of  roads  which  have  been  incorporated 
or  included  in  the  Intersate  System,  and 
which  meet  the  specifications. 

I  believe  we  are  fortunate  in  having 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and  the  distin- 
guished'junior  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case] — one,  a  member  of  the 
Democratic  Party;  the  other,  a  member 
of  the  Republican  Party;  and  both  of 
whom  serve  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  and  both  of  whom  are  very  much 
interested  in  this  matter — make  these 
statements  this  afternoon.  I  am  glad 
they  have  brought  up  the  matter  again. 

However,  I  believe  that  in  the  long  run 
the  Clongress  itself  will  have  to  solve  this 
problem,  because  it  will  be  very  difficult 
-for  the  executive  agency  and  the  gover¬ 
nors  to  arrive  at  a  solution  which  will 
be  agreeable  and  satisfactory  to  every¬ 
one.  So  probably  in  the  long  run  the 
Congress  will  have  to  take  the  respon¬ 
sibility. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  statement  which 
has  been  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania,  whose  State  is  second  in 
the  number  of  miles  of  toll  roads.  In 
that  respect,  the  order  is  as  follows :  New 
York,  first;  Pennsylvania,  second;  and 
Kansas,  third. 

I  am  glad  to  leave  this  matter  in  the 
able  hands  of  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

Mr.  President,  I  withdraw  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  has  withdrawn  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  offer  the  amendment  which  is 
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identified  as  Nor  1  on  the  mimeographed 
sheet  which  I  now  send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  10,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  subsection  (d),  in 
lines  4  to  15,  inclusive,  as  follows: 

(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  any  project  provided  for  by  funds  made 
available  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  increased  to  70  percent  of  the 
total  cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  contain¬ 
ing  unappropriated  and  unreserved  public 
lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individ¬ 
ual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  percent  of  the 
total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  percentage 
of  the  remaining  30  percent  of  such  cost 
equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  Federal  share  payable  on 
any  project  in  any  State  shall  not  exceed  95 
percent  of  the  total  cost  of  such  project. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  so  far  as  I  know,  this  is  the  last 
amendment  to  be  offered  to  the  pending 
bill. 

This  amendment  raises  a  simple,  clear- 
cut  issue.  I  do  not  intend  to  use  the  en¬ 
tire  30  minutes  available  to  me  to  explain 
the  amendment  or  to  defend  it.  In  a 
very  few  minutes  I  shall  be  able  to  ex¬ 
plain  it  and  to  state  what  it  will  do. 

However,  Mr.  President,  I  believe  that 
a  quorum  should  be  present  in  advance 
of  the  taking  of  the  vote  on  the  question 
of  the  final  passage  of  the  bill. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  at  this  time 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  may 
be  a  quorum  call,  and  that  the  time  re¬ 
quired  for  it  not  be  charged  to  the  time 
available  to  either  side,  under  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  agreement.  Thereafter,  I 
shall  explain  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Then, 
Mr.  Presideht,  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recognized 
for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
pending  amendment  proposes  to  strike 
from  the  bill  subparagraph  (d) ,  on  page 
10.  This  is  the  paragraph  which  would 
establish  a  special  privilege  for  the  $400 
million  emergency  fund  ,  for  the  ABC 
roads.  The  bill,  as  I  think  all  Senators 
are  now  aware,  carries  a  special  provi¬ 
sion  authorizing  $400  million  for  the  so- 
called  ABC  roads — primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  roads — that  amount  to  be 
be  available  for  immediate  apportion¬ 
ment  to  the  States. 

The  $400  million  would  be  in  addition 
to  the  regular  apportionments  for  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems. 
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It  would  be  available  under  certain  spe¬ 
cial  conditions,  and  is  tailormade  to  pro¬ 
vide  jobs.  The  special  conditions  are, 
first  of  all,  that  it  is  immediately  avail¬ 
able  for  apportionment.  Second,  that  it 
must  be  obligated  by  the  States  by  De¬ 
cember  1,  1958.  Further,  that  it  must 
be  completely  transferable  as  between 
the  systems  once  the  apportionment  is 
made  to  the  States.  Finally,  that  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  money  may  be  borrowed  from 
the  Federal  Government  so  that  actually 
a  State  would  have  to  put  up  only  10 
percent  of  the  amount  provided  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  the  Senator’s  state¬ 
ment  is  correct,  then  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  has  misunderstood  the  effect 
of  the  amendment.  If  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  understood  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  it 
would  strike  the  70-30  matching  formula 
insofar  as  the  extra  $400  million  is 
concerned,  and  that  would  then  cause 
a  State  to  revert  to  the  matching  formula 
of  50-50.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
precisely  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  Subsections  (e)  and  (f) 
being  left  as  they  are  now,  the  States 
would  be  permitted  to  borrow  20  percent 
of  the  total,  or  two-fifths  of  their  50  per¬ 
cent  matching  requirements,  and  there¬ 
fore  they  would  have  to  put  up  30  per¬ 
cent  in  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
$400  million,  instead  of,  as  I  just  under¬ 
stood  the  Senators  to  say,  the  States 
being  able  to  get  the  money  insofar  as 
cash  is  concerned, T>y  putting  up  10  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That 
would  not  be 'true  unless  something  fur¬ 
ther  were  done  to  the  other  paragraphs 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  What  would  not  be  true? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  would 
not  be  true  that  the  States  would  have 
to  put  up  only  10  percent.  They  would 
have  to  put  up  30  percent,  in  effect,  if  we 
did  nothing  to  the  other  portions  of  the 
bill. 

I  thought  I  should  address  myself  to 
the  issue  with  respect  to  the  $400  mil¬ 
lion,  and  whether  we  wanted  to  adopt  a 
new  formula  for  matching.  The  other 
group  would  have  to  be  taken  care  of 
in  conference. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  -  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  could  not  be  taken  care 
of  in  conference,  since  it  is  not  in  the 
House  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Para¬ 
graph  (e)  would  still  be  in  the  bill  which 
will  go  to  conference. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  there  would  be  noth¬ 
ing  in  conference  contrary  to  it.  There¬ 
fore,  the  conferees  could  not  give  a 
greater  benefit  to  the  States  than  would 
be  contained  in  either  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes,  that 
is  true,  although  there  could  be  some 
modification  of  whatever  language  was 
retained.  The  amount  could  be  reduced 
downward. 


I  was  trying  to  explain  the  bill  as  it  is 
now  before  the  Senate.  The  States 
would  have  to  put  up  only  10  percent  in 
actual  cash,  they  could  borrow  20  per¬ 
cent,  which  would  constitute  30  percent, 
and  that  would  be  all  they  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  put  up  in  order  to  get  their 
share  of  the  $400  million,  as  that  would 
be  available  to  them  on  a  70  to  30  match¬ 
ing  basis. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  yield 
further? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  statement  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  has  just  made 
sets  forth  what  the  situation  would  be  if 
the  committee  bill  were  passed  without 
the  Senator’s  amendment.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  ' 

The  issue  I  am  presenting  is  merely 
whether  we  should  change  the  historical 
formula  for  the  ABC  roads.  In  1916, 
when  the  basic  Federal  Highway  Act 
was  passed,  the  50-50  principle  was  es¬ 
tablished,  50  percent  to  be  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  50  percent  to 
be  paid  by  the  State.  That  principle 
has  been  retained  during  40  years  of 
roadbuilding  with  no  exception,  so  far 
as  the  money  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  is  concerned. 

The  only  time,  so  far  as  I  know,  when 
there  was  any  change  was  when  a  60-40 
emergency  fund  was  made  available  for 
the  Interstate  System.  I  am  inclined  to 
think  those  funds  came  out  of  PWA 
money,  but  I  am  not  too  sure  about  that. 
In  any  event,  so  far  as  the  ABC  roads 
are  concerned,  through  the  years  they 
have  been  on  a  50-50  basis,  50  percent 
to  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  50  percent  to  be  paid  by  the  State. 

During  the  WPA  days,  the  Work  Proj¬ 
ects  Administration  did  accept  road 
projects  and  had  a  great  deal  of  dis¬ 
cretion  as  to  such  projects,  as  they  did 
with  other  projects.  The  WPA  had  some 
road  projects  which  might  have  been 
constructed  on  some  basis  other  than 
50-50.  But,  so  far  as  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  is  concerned,  they  have  op¬ 
erated  on  a  50-50  basis  through  the 
years. 

So  far  as  I  know,  the  States  have  not 
requested  any  change  in  the  matching 
formula.  I  do  not  recall  any  testimony 
before  the  committee  that  the  States 
proposed  any  change  in  the  matching 
formula. 

If  we  are  thinking  of  the  pending 
legislation  in  terms  of  providing  jobs, 
we  might  bear  in  mind  the  fact  that  if 
we  keep  the  program  on  a  70-30  basis 
with  respect  to  the  $400  million,  the 
States  will  have  to  put  up  approximately 
$170  million,  which  will  provide  a  total  of 
$570  million  worth  of  road  jobs.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  States  have  to  put  up 
an  equal  amount,  or  have  to  put  up  50 
percent,  we  will  have  the  $400  million 
multiplied  by  2,  or  a  total  of  $800  million 
worth  of  road  work. 

The  ABC  roads  provide  more  jobs  per 
dollar  than  the  roads  of  the  Interstate 
System.  I  was  talking  with  an  official  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  this  morn¬ 
ing,  and  I  asked  what  would  be  a  fair 


figure  of  the  dollars  necessary  to  provide 
a  man  year  of  work  on  an  ABC  road. 
The  suggestion  was  made  that  $5,000 
was  a  fair  figure.  Using  that  as  the 
criterion,  $570  million  would  provide 
about  114,000  man-year  jobs. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  myself  5  additional 
minutes. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  $800  million 
which  would  be  provided  if  we  had  $400 
million  from  the  States  and  $400  million 
from  the  Federal  Government  would 
provide  160,000  man-year  jobs,  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  114,000  man-year  jobs 
estimated  under  the  70-30  matching- 
basis. 

There  is  one  further  point  I  am  sure 
Senators  are  aware  of,  which  I  should 
like  to  make  before  I  conclude. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  before  he  goes  to  another 
point? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Using  the  estimate  of  the 
Senator  as  to  the  amount  of  funds  re¬ 
quired  to  produce  a  man-year  of  employ¬ 
ment,  which  the  able  Senator  said  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  representative 
submitted  to  him  as  to  the  ABC  roads, 
and  applying  the  $5,000  figure  to  the 
additional  sums  which  will  be  placed 
under  contract  this  calendar  year  as  a 
result  of  enactment  of  the  pending  bill, 
we  arrive  at  a  total  of  544,000  potential 
jobs. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  there  is  one  final  point  I  wish  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  Senators.  I 
do  not  think  it  needs  emphasis  from  me. 

Today  the  treasuries  of  the  States  are 
in  better  shape  than  is  the  Treasury  of 
the  Federal  Government.  If  the  Federal 
Government  provides  $400  million  on  a 
70-30  basis,  and  then  loans  an  additional 
20  percent,  the  money  will  have  to  be 
raised  by  the  Federal  Treasury  which 
now  is  borrowing  money.  Some  of  the 
States  would  not  have  to  borrow  money. 
The  States  are  better  able  to  provide  the 
full  50  percent  than  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  able  to  provide  70  percent, 
asking  the  States  only  for  30  percent. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  per¬ 
sonally  think  the  idea  of  using  some 
money  for  work  on  the  ABC  roads  is  a 
good  idea.  Such  work  will  provide  the 
quickest  means  of  employing  people,  in 
terms  of  roadbuilding.  I  should  like  to 
see  the  maximum  benefit  derived  from 
such  funds.  I  think  the  issue  must  be 
presented  to  the  Senate,  and  that  is  why 
I  have  raised  the  question. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  should  express  itself  as  to  whether 
it  wants  to  leave  the  historic  50-50  basis 
and  go  to  a  70-30  basis  with  respect  to 
the  emergency  $400  million. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  and  then  I  shall  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstand  it  is  the  position  of  the  Senator 
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from  South  Dakota  that  it  would  not  be 
good  judgment  to  abandon  the  historic 
policy  used  for  the  building  of  ABC 
roads,  under  which  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  put  up  50  percent  of  the  funds 
and  the  States  have  matched  the  money 
with  an  equal  50  percent. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  think 
it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to 
establish 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  It  is  also  a  fact  that 
now,  while  we  are  trying  to  reestablish 
the  soundness  of  the  national  economy, 
a  danger  is  involved  in  modifying  the 
historic  policies  which  have  worked  so 
well.  Does  the  Senator  agree  with  that 
statement? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator.  I  think  we  raise  the 
probability  that  it  will  become  easier  to 
make  a  change  the  next  time,  and  again 
and  again,  until  finally  the  principle  will 
have  disappeared. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  statement? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  My  fear,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  is  that  with  the  adoption  of  an 
Interstate  System  we  establish  hope  in 
the  minds  of  many  people  in  the  States 
that  eventually  the  responsibility  of  the 
States  will  be  completely  ended  and  the 
responsibility  for  building  highways  will 
be  taken  over  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  We  have  presently  41,000 
miles  in  the  Interstate  System.  I  fear 
that  year  by  year  the  mileage  will  be 
increased,  and  year  by  year  increased 
contributions  will  be  asked  for  other 
parts  of  the  highway  system. 

I  think  the  position  of  the  Senator 
^rom  South  Dakota  is  sound,  and  that 
we  ought  to  be  gravely  concerned  so  as 
not  to  put  the  Federal  Government  com¬ 
pletely  into  the  building  of  the  highway 
system.  I  say  that  because  of  the  huge 
financial  responsibility  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  already  has,  without  taking  on 
in  perpetuity  new  burdens  and  responsi¬ 
bilities. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  his  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
has  expired. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes,  and  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

I  think  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  has  very  clearly 
stated  the  purpose  of  his  amendment, 
as  he  always  does  in  his  arguments  be¬ 
fore  this  body,  arguments  which  are  very 
fair. 

If  I  understand  the  purpose  and  the 
effect  of  the  amendment,  I  find  myself 
in  opposition  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

A  special  fund  of  $400  million  is  pro¬ 
vided  as  something  extra,  over  and 
above  the  usual  appropriation  for  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads, 
which  was  placed  in  the  bill  originally, 
as  has  been  said — and  it  was  discussed 
at  length  in  the  committee — for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  speeding  up  or  accelerating 
work,  so  that  there  could  be  added  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  various  States.  In  or¬ 
der  to  make  the  program  attractive  to 


the  States,  so  that  the  States  could  go 
ahead  and  use  the  funds,  it  was  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  money  should  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  States  upon  the  basis  of 
70  percent  to  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government  and  30  percent  to  be  paid 
by  the  States,  with  the  further  right 
of  the  States  to  borrow  against  future 
allocations  of  Federal  money  for  roads 
known  as  primary,  secondary,  and  ur¬ 
ban  improvement  roads. 

The  most  attractive  feature  of  the 
whole  bill,  the  one  which  permits  so 
many  States  in  the  Union  to  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  the  program,  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator,  is  the  very  provision  of  the 
70  percent  payment  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  30  percent  payment  by  the 
States.  Unquestionably  it  is  the  best 
provision  in  the  bill  if  we  really  seek 
to  increase  employment,  and  to  give 
people  the  opportunity  to  work  at  this 
time.  The  system  is  different  from  the 
Interstate  System  in  this  respect:  The 
so-called  ABC  roads,  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  roads,  are  already  planned. 
There  is  no  necessity  for  delay  for  engi¬ 
neering  and  other  preliminary  work. 
The  projects  are  ready  to  proceed. 

I  respect  the  opinion  of  the  Senator 
very  highly,  but  on  the  point  of  the 
States  having  more  ✓money  available,  I 
cannot  agree  with  him. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
has  again  expired. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Will  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
yield  me  an  additional  minute? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota,'  I  yield 
the  Senator  an  additional  minute.  I 
should  be  glad  to  be  more  generous,  but 
although  the  Senator  is  talking  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment,  he  is  using 
our  time. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  The  Senator  is 
very  generous  to  yield  me  an  additional 
minute.  I  shall  try  to  close  within  that 
time. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  provision  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  roads,  which  are  ready  to  go  for¬ 
ward,  is  the  best  provision  for  immedi¬ 
ate  relief  of  unemployment. 

Returning  to  the  point  of  the  States 
being  better  able  to  put  up  50  percent, 
I  cannot  agree  with  that,  because  today 
many  States  have  plans  for  this  type  of 
road.  They  are  ready  to  proceed,  but 
they  do  not  have  sufficient  funds  to 
match  on  a  50-50  basis  to  any  consid¬ 
erable  extent.  If  we  leave  the  ratio  at 
70-30,  more  roads  will  be  built  in  States 
where  thq  unemployment  situation  is 
most  acute. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  refers  to  the  50-50  match¬ 
ing  formula.  Is  that  an  inflexible  for¬ 
mula,  or  does  he  consider  reverting  to 
the  historic  pattern,  whereby  the  public- 
land  States  get  a  better  matching  deal 
than  50-50? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  50- 
50  matching  formula,  as  we  speak  of  it, 
always  gives  credit  to  the  public-land 
States. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Does  the  Senator 
intend  to  follow  that  formula? 
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Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yes. 
That  is  not  disturbed. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  wish  additional  time? 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  If  the  Senator 
could  yield  me  2  minutes,  I  should  great¬ 
ly  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Further  upon 
the  question  of  the  formula  of  70-30,  I 
do  not  see  any  great  danger  in  it.  In 
1956  Congress  created  the  ratio  of  90-10 
with  respect  to  the  interstate  roads. 
There  is  nothing  unusual  in  creating  a 
70-30  formula.  It  would  not  be  a  dan¬ 
gerous  precedent. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
bill  itself  retains  the  50-50  formula  with 
respect  to  the  ABC  system,  and  provides 
that  immediaitely  following  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  the  $400  million  extra  in 
the  fiscal  year  1959,  the  apportionment, 
for  both  1960  and  1961,  shall  remain 
on  the  50-50  basis? 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  think  that  is 
correct.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  $400 
million  must  be  spent  before  December 
1,  1959.  It  is  in  addition  to  and  apart 
from  the  regular  allotment  for  the  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads. 

The  regular  allotment  of  Federal 
moneys  is  on  a  50-50  basis,  and  it  so 
continues,  as  indicated  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma,  through  1960  and  1981. 

I  feel  that  if  this  amendment  were 
adopted  we  would  take  from  the  emer¬ 
gency  part  of  the  bill  the  immediately 
helpful  part  of  the  bill,  and  the  most 
attractive  feature  to  the  States. 

It  may  be  possible  that  some  States 
could  use  a  small  part  of  the  fund  on 
that  basis,  but  if  we  leave  the  70-30 
formula  provision  in  effect,  it  will  per¬ 
mit  the  States  to  expand  broadly  the 
roads  for  which  they  have  already  made 
preparation,  and  with  respect  to  which 
they  have  met  the  engineering  require¬ 
ments.  They  are  ready  to  go  ahead  and 
build,  thereby  providing  new  jobs. 

So,  with  reluctance,  I  must  oppose  the 
amendment  of  the  able  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  because  I  feel  that  if  it 
were  adopted  and  we  were  to  take  out 
of  the  bill  the  70-30  formula,  we  would 
destroy,  in  effect,  the  real  helpfulness 
which  would  be  afforded  to  the  States 
throughout  the  Nation  by  the  bill. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

I  agree  entirely  and  wholeheartedly 
with  what  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Revercomb] 
has  said.  He  and  the  fine  and  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  Case]  were  on  the  committee  when 
we  formulated  the  provision  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate. 

In  a  moment  I  shall  yield  some  time 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton],  who  was  the 
author  of  the  provision  in  the  bill.  After 
it  was  discussed  and  worked  over,  it  had 
the  unanimous  approval  of  the  commit¬ 
tee;  at  least  I  understood  it  had  the 
approval  of  every  member. 

Let  me  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
South  Dakota  that  I  think  the  formula 
which  is  before  the  Senate  is  tailor- 
made  to  provide  jobs.  Those  are  the 
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words  which  he  used  to  describe  the  sit¬ 
uation  which  would  exist  if  his  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted. 

I  say  to  him  further  that  if  his 
amendment  were  adopted,  he  would  take 
the  heart  out  of  the  emergency  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill.  If  his  amendment 
were  adopted,  the  bill  would  not  be  tai- 
lormade  to  provide  jobs  in  Oklahoma. 

I  have  talked  with  the  distinguished 
Governor  of  Oklahoma  and  with  the 
head  of  the  highway  department.  They 
tell  me  that  they  are  in  a  position  to  put 
up  the  10  percent  cash,  as  provided  by 
the  language  of  the  bill  now  before  the 
Senate,  but  that  if  they  had  to  put  up 
more  than  that,  they  would  be  unable  to 
take  advantage  of  their  share  of  the 
$400  million  additional  for  the  ABC  sys¬ 
tem,  which,  as  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  has  reminded  us,  must  be  under 
contract  before  December  1  of  this  year, 
and  the  projects  must  be  completed — ■ 
subject  only  to  conditions  beyond  the 
control  of  the  contractors,  or  acts  of 
God — by  December  1,  1959. 

I  sincerely  urge  and  earnestly  request 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  South 
Dakota,  who  has  labored  so  heroically 
on  this  bill,  and  whose  hand  is  in  it  as 
much  as  is  the  hand  of  any  other  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  to  feel  gratifica¬ 
tion  for  the  tremendous  job  he  has  done, 
and  to  withdraw  his  amendment  in 
order  that  we  may  vote  on  the  final  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  yield  myself  3  minutes. 

Any  appeal  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oklahoma,  especially  with 
the  flowers  which  accompanied  the  last 
appeal,  is  difficult  to  resist. 

However,  I  cannot,  in  justice  to  some 
other  situations  avail  myself  of  that  in¬ 
vitation. 

I  still  think  this  section  of  the  bill  is 
tailor  made  to  provide  jobs.  It  is 
tailor  made,  first  of  all,  because  it  pro¬ 
vides  emergency  money,  to  the  extent  of 
$4:00  million,  in  addition  to  the  regular 
ABC  money. 

It  is  tailor  made,  in  the  second  place, 
because  there  is  an  incentive  to  get  the 
program  underway.  The  program  is 
conditioned  on  its  being  gotten  under¬ 
way  immediately.  Otherwise,  we  would 
not  have  the  $400  million  provision. 

It  is  tailor  made  to  provide  jobs  be¬ 
cause  it  has  complete  transferability. 
We  wrote  in  a  provision  that  the  money, 
once  apportioned  to  a  State,  could  be 
used  on  the  primary,  secondary,  or  urban 
system,  or  wherever  the  State  wanted  to 
use  it  to  relieve  unemployment. 

We  do  not  have  complete  transfer- 
ability  with  respect  to  other  moneys. 
There  is  a  20-percent  transferability. 
Here  we  have  a  complete,  100-percent 
transferability.  If  in  North  Dakota  it 
were  desired  to  use  the  apportionment 
on  secondary  farm-to-market  roads,  it 
could  be  so  used.  In  Wisconsin,  if  the 
unemployment  situation  were  particu¬ 
larly  severe  in  Milwaukee,  the  allotment 
could  be  used  for  urban  roads. 

With  respect  to  the  State’s  ability  to 
match,  by  attention  was  called  to  the 
fact  that  my  arithmetic  was  a  trifle  in¬ 
accurate  at  the  time  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  and  I  were  discussing  the 


two-thirds  provision.  The  language  in 
subsection  (e)  now  reads: 

Provided,  that  the  amount  of  such  in¬ 
crease — 

Referring  to  the  additional  fund — 
of  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  two- 
thirds  of  the  States’  share  of  the  cost  of  such 
project. 

If  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  a 
project  is  50  percent,  two-thirds  would 
be  33  %  percent.  Therefore  if  the  State 
borrowed  33  %  percent  out  of  the  loan 
fund,  it  would  have  to  put  up  only  16% 
cents  out  of  every  dollar.  It  would  not 
be  much  different  than  putting  up  10 
percent.  The  State  could  qualify  by 
putting  up  16%  cents  out  of  every  dollar. 
Therefore  I  believe  this  would  help  the 
States  to  use  the  money  and  put  it  to 
work  and  create  the  maximum  number 
of  jobs.  I  agree  with  everything  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  said  with  respect  to  the  value  of  the 
ABC  roads  in  providing  jobs,  and  that 
they  afford  the  quickest  means  of  doing 
that  of  any  public  works  construction 
program  I  know  of. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  hope  the  Sena¬ 
tor  understood  me  to  say  that  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  agreement  with  the 
idea  that  the  ABC  roads  provide  one  of 
the  greatest  and  quickest  ways  of  bring¬ 
ing  about  employment.  The  $400  mil¬ 
lion  goes  to  the  ABC  roads.  That  is  the 
reason  why  the  more  help  the  Federal 
Government  gives  to  the  States  on  that 
program  the  more  roads  will  be  built 
and  the  more  employment  will  result. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  is  a 
question  whether  we  wish  to  abandon 
the  50-50  formula  and  go  to  the  70-30 
formula. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  most  painful  things  about  serving  in 
the  Senate  is  to  observe  Senators  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  same  speech  repeated  3  or  4 
times.  I  can  see  those  signs  of  pain 
on  several  faces.  Therefore,  I  shall  not 
repeat  the  argument  made  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia,  with  whom  I 
agree  completely,  or  the  argument 
of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  with 
whom  I  also  agree  completely.  I  merely 
wish  to  emphasize  one  point.  I  believe 
that  most  of  us  who  worked  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  recognize,  as  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  recognizes  and  has  so  well 
expressed,  that  the  heart  of  this  whole 
bill  is  the  $400  million  fund  for  imme¬ 
diate  use  on  the  ABC  roads.  The  heart 
of  the  fund  is  the  70-30  formula. 

I  have  not  heard  this  emphasized 
enough.  I  regret  that  the  able  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  has  seen  fit  to  pre¬ 
sent  his  amendment,  although  I  respect 
his  feeling  about  amending  the  50-50 
formula.  His  amendment  would  not  de¬ 
stroy  it,  but  if  the  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  would  mean  a  bonus  for 
the  rich  States  in  the  Union,  and  it 
would  be  something  held  out  before  the 
eyes  of  the  smaller  and  poorer  States, 
who  would  be  tantalized  by  something 
they  could  not  get. 


There  is  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  an 
easy  matter  for  a  rich  State  like  New 
York  or  California  or  Illinois  or  Penn¬ 
sylvania  to  provide  the  necessary  money 
in  order  to  avail  themselves  of  their 
share  of  the  fund  immediately.  I  talked 
with  the  highway  commissioner  of  my 
State,  and  he  assured  me  that  the  State 
of  New  Hampshire  could  not  do  it.  Be¬ 
sides,  our  legislature  does  not  meet  until 
next  January.  If  the  bill  should  be  en¬ 
acted  in  its  present  form,  I  was  assured 
by  the  highway  commissioner  that  he 
could  start  using  the  money  within  2 
months  after  the  passage  of  the  bill.  If 
the  bill  should  be  enacted  with  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota — and  I  am 
sure  he  offers  it  in  the  best  of  good 
faith — we  in  New  Hampshire  would  not 
be  able  to  avail  ourselves  of  the  money 
until  the  legislature  meets  next  January, 
or  even  later,  if  we  could  avail  ourselves 
of  it  at  all.  I  am  sure  there  are  many 
other  States  in  the  same  situation  in 
which  New  Hampshire  finds  itself. 

The  purpose  of  the  provision  in  the 
bill  is  to  accelerate  the  program  now,  im¬ 
mediately,  not  next  year,  and  to  help 
the  States  that  need  help  the  most.  The 
purpose  is  to  build  roads  wherever  they 
can  be  built  most  effectively  and  where 
we  will  get  the  most  highway  for  the 
least  number  of  dollars.  Therefore  I 
sincerely  hope  that  the  amendment  will 
not  be  adopted.  Jt  would  cut  the  heart 
out  of  the  provision  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  should 
like  to  make  one  more  observation.  If 
a  State  is  thinking  in  terms  of  10  per¬ 
cent,  it  certainly  can  put  up  16%  per¬ 
cent.  However,  I  have  no  desire  to  pro¬ 
long  the  argument.  If  there  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  requests  for  time,  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  back  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re¬ 
maining  time  has  been  yielded  back. 
The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  be  discharged  from  the 
further  consideration  of  H.  R.  9821,  the 
companion  House  bill,  and  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceed  to  its  consideration;  that  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  be  stricken  out 
and  the  text  of  the  Senate  bill,  S.  3414,  as 
amended,  be  inserted  in  lieu  thereof;  that 
the  amendment  be  deemed  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  as  amended  read  the 
third  time;  that  the  time  remaining  on 
the  question  of  the  passage  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  be  transferred  to  the  House  bill;, 
and  that  the  yeas  and  nays,  previously 
ordered  on  the  Senate  bill,  be  deemed  to  * 
be  ordered  on  the  passage  of  the  House 
bill. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  acts  bn  the  request,  I 
wonder  whether  we  might  have  a  quo¬ 
rum  call. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  withhold  my  request. 

Mr .  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  in  his 
state  of  the  Union  message  to  Congress 
on  January  7,  1954,  the  President  of  the 
United  States  called  attention  to  the 
need  for  a  national  highway  system. 
On  page  10  of  that  state  of  the  Union 
message  will  be  found  a  paragraph  which 
sets  forth  the  need  for  a  national  high¬ 
way  system,  to  which  we  are  today  giv¬ 
ing  final  consideration. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en¬ 
tire  paragraph  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  para¬ 
graph  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

National  Highways 

To  protect  the  vital  interest  of  every  citi¬ 
zen  in  a  safe  and  adequate  highway  system, 
the  Federal  Government  is  continuing  its 
central  role  in  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  So  that  maximum  progress  can  be 
made  to  overcome  present  inadequacies  in 
the  Interstate  Highway  System,  we  must  con¬ 
tinue  the  Federal  gasoline  tax  at  2  cents  per 
gallon.  This  will  require  cancellation  of  the 
one-half-cent  decrease  which  otherwise  will 
become  effective  April  1,  and  will  maintain 
revenues  so  that  an  expanded  highway  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  undertaken. 

When  the  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  completes  its  study  of  the 
present  system  of  financing  highway  con¬ 
struction,  I  shall  promptly  submit  it  for 
consideration  by  the  Congress  and  the  gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  States. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  on  Janu¬ 
ary  22,  1955,  in  his  message  to  Congress 
relative  to  a  national  highway  program, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  again 
referred  to  the  great  need  which  existed 
to  have  an  adequate  and  proper  highway 
system.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
that  part  of  the  President’s  message  to 
Congress  on  February  22,  1955,  as  it  ap-' 
pears  on  pages  3,  4,  5,  and  7  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  portion 
of  the  message  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

II.  The  Highway  System 

USE  OF  OUR  HIGHWAYS 

Highway  transportation  in  the  United 
States  is  provided  currently  by  approxi¬ 
mately  43  million  passenger  cars,  lo  million 
trucks,  and  a  quarter  of  a  million  buses, 
operating  on  3,348,000  miles  of  roads  and 
streets,  which  is  by  far  the  most  compre¬ 
hensive  public  transportation  network  in  the 
world. 


All  forms  of  transportation  are  essential  to 
the  national  economy,  including  waterways, 
railroade,  airways,  and  pipelines  and  their 
continued  functioning  as  complementary 
services  under  equitable  competitive  condi¬ 
tions  is  important.  Representatives  of  the 
railroads  have  pointed  out  to  us  the  com¬ 
petitive  threat  represented  by  improved 
highway  facilities  and  increasing  truck  haul¬ 
age.  However,  this  Committee  was  created 
to  consider  the  highway  network,  and  other 
mediums  of  transportation  do  not  fall  within 
its  province.  This  relationship  between  the 
several  forms  of  transportation  is  under 
study  by  other  Government  agencies  and 
special  committees  fully  informed  of  these 
views. 

In  relatively  recent  years,  the  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  lias -come  to  occupy  a  unique  place  in 
America,  not  only  because  it  is  a  major  unit 
of  transportation,  but  also  because  it  is  an 
intimate  and  seemingly  indispensable  part 
of  ouF  daily  life.  The  bread  winner  uses  an 
automobile  to  get  to  work;  the  housewife  to 
shop;  children  ride  in  a  car  or  bus  to  school, 
and  the  entire  family  relies  on  the  automo¬ 
bile  for  many  social  and  recreational  activ¬ 
ities.  Privately  owned  passenger  cars  now  in 
service  could  transport  the  entire  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  Nation  at  one  time — with  seats 
to  spare. 

The  universal  use  of  rubber-tired  vehicles 
for  transportation  on  a  family-unit  basis  has 
resulted  in  the  creation  of  large  manufac¬ 
turing,  distributing  and  service  industries. 
Highway  transportation  provides  essential 
movement  of  people  and  goods;  in  addition, 
it  has  itself  become  a  major  element  of  the 
economy,  generating  directly  or  indirectly 
approximately  one-seventh  of  all  gainful 
employment,  and  accounting  for  about  14 
percent  of  the  total  gross  national  product. 

One  out  of  every  six  retail,  wholesale,  and 
service  businesses  is  connected  with  motor 
vehicles. 

About  3  million  miles,  or  90  percent  of  the 
total,  of  the  public  roads  carrying  this  traf¬ 
fic  are  rural  highways,  with  the  balance  be¬ 
ing  streets  inside  municipalities.  These 
figures  have  remained  comparatively  stable 
over  the  last  two  decades,  increasing  now 
at  a  very  slight  rate,  because  most  construc¬ 
tion  of  “new”  roads  actually  is  the  re¬ 
placement  or  betterment  of  existing  facili¬ 
ties.  A  highway  improvement  program 
therefore  is  not  designed  to  achieve  “more” 
highways  so  much  as  it  is  to  achieve  “better” 
or  “more  adequate”  ones. 

HIGHWAYS  DIVIDED  INTO  SYSTEMS 

One  of  the  principal  characteristics  of 
this  road  network  is  its  classification  into 
designated  systems,  for  purposes  of  financ¬ 
ing  and  management.  Thus  we  have  Fed¬ 
eral-aid,  State,  county,  township,  and  other 
systems,  classified  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  which  those  political  jurisdic¬ 
tions  have  in  the  highway  function.  A  street 
or  road  providing  access  to  individual  homes 
Or  farms  obviously  is  of  predominant  local 
interest,  whereas  one  liking  together  the 
principal  population  centers  of  a  State  is 
primarily  of  State  and  Federal  concern. 
Traffic  tends  to  concentrate  on  rather  limit¬ 
ed  mileages  of  highways,  so  that  some  of 
these  highways  are  required  to  carry  heavier 
volumes  than  others. 

With  agriculture,  industry,  and  our  de¬ 
fense  planning  closely  geared  to  motor  trans¬ 
portation,  Congress  has  recognized  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  in  a  limited  mileage  of  the 
principal  roads  by  authorizing  the  designa¬ 
tion  pf  two  Federal-aid  systems,  selected  co¬ 
operatively  by  tlje  States,  local  governments, 
and  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads- 

In  1916  the  basic  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
provided  for  the  sharing  of  highway' con¬ 
struction  costs  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government,  under  standards  mu¬ 
tually  approved,  and  with  the  initiative  re¬ 


tained  by  each  State  for  choosing  projects 
and  carrying  them  out.  The  planning  and 
development  of  the  Federal-aid  systems  re¬ 
ferred  to  above  began  in  1921.  Federal 
funds  share  with  State  funds  in  costs  of 
engineering,  construction,  and  right-of-way 
acquisition  on  the  destignated  systems  while 
other  charges,  such  as  maintenance  and 
policing,  are  entirely  borne  by  the  States 
and  local  agencies.  It  is  proposed  to  con¬ 
tinue  this  well  established  and  very  effec¬ 
tive  partnership  in  the  enlarged  program 
recommended  herein. 

The  Federal-aid  primary  system  as  of  July 
1,  1954,  consisted  of  234,407  miles,  connect¬ 
ing  all  of  the  principal  cities,  county  seats, 
ports,  manufacturing  areas,  and  other  traf¬ 
fic  generating  areas.  In  general,  these  are 
at  the  same  time  the  main  State  trunkline 
roads. 

In  1944,  the  Congress  approved  designa¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system, 
which  on  July  1,  1954,  totaled  482,972  miles 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  farm-to-market 
system  but  which  could  equally  be  referred 
to  as  the  market-to-farm  system.  It  is  com¬ 
posed  of  important  feeder  roads  Unking  the 
farms,  factories,  distribution  outlets,  and 
smaller  communities  of  our  Nation  with  the 
primary  system. 

Responsibility  for  construction  of  these 
two  Federal-aid  systems  traditionally  has 
been  shared  in  approximately  equal  amounts 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States, 
in  accordance  with  an  apportionment 
formula  in  which  land  area,  road  mileage, 
and  population  are  factors.  But  some  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  primary  system  are  more  im¬ 
portant  than  others,  from  the  viewpoint  of 
the  national  interest.  Consequently,  in  1944 
the  Congress  authorized  the  selection  of  a 
special  network,  not  to  exceed  40,000  miles 
in  length,  which  in  the  language  of  the  act 
would  be  so  located  as  to  connect  by  routes, 
as  direct  as  practicable,  the  principal  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  cities,  and  industrial  centers, 
to  serve  the  national  defense,  and  to  connect 
at  suitable  border  points  with  routes  of  con¬ 
tinental  importance  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

The  result  was  the  creation  of  the  na¬ 
tional  system  of  interstate  highways  em¬ 
bracing  about  1.2  percent  of  totaj  road  mile¬ 
age,  joining  42  -State  capital  cities  and  90 
percent  of  all  cities  over  50,000  population. 
The  Interstate  System  carries  more  than  a 
seventh  of  all  traffic,  one-fifth  of  the  rural 
traffic,  serves  65  percent  of  the  urban  and 
45  percent  of  the  rural  population,  and  is 
the  key  network  from  the  standpoint  of 
Federal  interest  in  productivity  and  national 
defense.  Approximately  37,600  miles  have 
been  designated  to  date;  the  remaining  2,400 
miles  are  reserved  for  future  additions. 
This  system  and  the  mileage  referred  to  are 
included  within  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system  described  above. 

♦  CIVIL  DEFENSE  ASPECTS 

From  the  standpoint  of  civil  defense,  the 
capacity  of  the  interstate  highways  to 
transport  urban  \populations  in  an  emergen¬ 
cy  is  of  utmost  importance.  Large-scale 
evacuation  of  cities  would  be  needed  in  the 
event  of  A-bomb  or  H-bomb  attack.  The 
Federal  Civil  Defense  Administrator  has  said 
the  withdrawal  task  is  the  biggest  problem 
ever  faced  in  the  world.  It  has  been  de¬ 
termined  as  a  matter  of  Federal  policy  that 
at  least  70  million  people  would  have  to  be 
evacuated  from  target  areas  in  ease  of 
threatened  or  actual  enemy  attack.  No 
urban  area  in  the  country  today  has  high¬ 
way  facilities  equal  to  this  task.  The  rapid 
improvement  of  the  complete  40,000-mile 
Interstate  System,  including  the  necessary 
urban  connections  thereto,  is  therefore  vital 
as  a  civil-defense  measure.  Responsibility 
for  selecting  the  highway  facilities  needed 
for  this  defensive  action  has  been  delegated 
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by  executive  order  to  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

XII.  Why  the  System  Is  Inadequate 

THE  TRAFFIC  JAM 

Reduced  to  its  simplest  terms,  the  high¬ 
way  problem  is  this;  Traffic  has  expanded 
sharply,  without  a  corresponding  expansion 
in  capacity  of  roads  and  streets.  As  a  result, 
a  major  portion  of  our  facilities  are  seriously 
overcrowded.  Moreover,  this  movement  is 
faster  and  heavier  than  in  previous  years, 
and  continues  to  increase. 

Simple  arithmetic  illustrates  the  dimen¬ 
sions  of  the  task.  We  now  have  more  than 
58  million  motor  vehicles  registered — one  for 
every  700  feet  of  every  lane  in  both  directions 
on  all  streets  and  highways  in  the  Nation. 
This  gigantic  fleet  traveled  an  estimated  557 
billion  vehicle  miles  in  1954,  much  of  it 
concentrated  on  main  arteries  in  urban  areas 
which  have  become  the  expensive,  hazard¬ 
ous  bottlenecks  referred  to  by  the  President. 

The  existing  traffic  jam  is  bad  enough,  but 
prospects  for  the  future  are  even  worse.  Ve¬ 
hicle  registrations  are  expected  to  continue 
their  upward  surge,  reaching  81  million  by 
1965.  an  increase  of  40  percent.  Total  high¬ 
way  travel  of  these  81  million  vehicles  will 
likewise  continue  to  increase  as  we  attempt 
to  meet  the  transportation  requirements  of 
an  expanding  economy,  probably  to  reach 
an  estimated  814  billion  vehicle-miles  in 
1965. 

This  committee  believes  that  these  fore¬ 
casts,  carefully  projected  on  the  basis  of  all 
available  data,  are  soundly  conservative  and 
represent  the  foundation  upon  which  the 
Nation’s  highway  improvement  programs 
should  be  planned.  Our  population  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  exceed  180  million  by  1965.  Our 
gross  national  product,  which  was  about  $357 
billion  in  1954,  is  estimated  to  reach  $535 
billion  by  1965,  an  increase  of  almost  50  per¬ 
cent  in  the  next  decade,  as  recently  reported 
by  the  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on 
the  Economic  Report. 

HIGHWAYS  IN  THE  NATIONAL  ECONOMY 

The  governors’  report  to  the  President 
pointed  up  sharply  the  importance  of  high¬ 
ways  to  the  Nation’s  future  economy  in  these 
words : 

“An  adequate  highway  system  is  vital  to 
the  continued  expansion  of  the  economy. 
The  projected  figures  for  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  will  not  be  realized  if  oiir  highway  plant 
continues  to  deteriorate.  The  relationship 
is,  of  course,  reciprocal;  an  adequate  high¬ 
way  network  will  facilitate  the  expansion 
of  the  economy  which,  in  turn,  will  facilitate 
the  raising  of  revenues  to  finance  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways.’’ 

Prewar,  we  did  not  hesitate  to  spend  on 
the  improvement  of  our  highways  sums 
ranging  from  1.1  to  1.7  percent  of  our  gross 
national  product.  Today,  the  need  for  fur¬ 
ther  improvement  is  greater  than  ever.  The 
sums  needed  to  accelerate  the  program  may 
seem  high;  they  are  not  high  in  terms  of 
what  we  have  done  in  the  past  in  relation¬ 
ship  to  our  much  larger  and  still  growing 
gross  national  product. 

The  increasing  use  of  our  highways  con¬ 
tributes  materially  to  the  growth  of  our 
national  product,  since  industry  and  em¬ 
ployment  directly  related ,  to  the  highway 
transportation  system  and  its  byproducts 
account  for  about  one-seventh  of  its  total 
value. 

Moreover,  the  improvement  of  our  highway 
systems  as  recommended  herein  would  re¬ 
duce  transportation  costs  to  the  public 
through  reductions  in  vehicle  operating  costs 
competently  estimated  to  average  as  much 
as  a  penny  a  mile.  Based  on  present  rates 
of  travel,  this  saving  alone  would  support  the 
total  cost  of  the  accelerated  program.  It  is 
further  evidence  of  the  desirability  of  under¬ 
taking  highway  improvement  as  A  capital 
investment. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  a  little 
while  ago,  in  the  course  of  the  debate 
on  the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case! 
I  stated,  as  I  remember  it,  that  the  bill 
as  reported  to  the  Senate  had  the  unan¬ 
imous  approval  of  all  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  has  reminded  me 
that  at  the  time  he  reserved  the  right  to 
offer  amendments,  or  otherwise,  on  the 
floor.  I  would  not  want  the  Record  to 
fail  to  disclose  that  fact. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  has 
proposed  a  request  to  discharge  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  from  the 
further  consideration  of  H.  R.  9821. 
Has  that  request  been  acted  upon? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
not.  The  request  is  the  pending  ques¬ 
tion.  Is  there  objection  to  the  unani¬ 
mous  consent  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  passage,  as 
amended,  of  House  bill  9821,  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con- 
struction  of  highways. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  request,  which  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  read,  have  the 
yeas  and  nays  been  ordered  on  the  House 
bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  the 
understanding  of  the  Chair  that  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]. 
At  the  conclusion  of  his  statement,  I 
shall  be  prepared  to  yield  back  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  our  time  on  the  bill,  if  the 
minority  will  be  agreeable  to  doing  like¬ 
wise.  Then  a  yea-and-nay  vote  on  the 
bill  can  be  had  promptly.  No  other  yea- 
and-nay  votes  are  planned  for  this 
evening. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  am  prepared  to 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  my  time,  un¬ 
less  there  are  other  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  should  like  to  reserve  2  or  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to  vote  for  the  bill.  I  should  like 
to  suggest  for  the  Record  several  points 
affecting  the  Commonwealth  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  which  the  Honorable  George 
Leader,  our  distinguished  Governor,  has 
asked  to  have  stated,  so  that  when  the 
problem  arises  next  year,  these  matters 
will  be  in  mind. 

First,  it  is  the  position  of  my  Com¬ 
monwealth  that  there  should  be  full  re¬ 
imbursement  to  the  States  for  all  free 
and  toll  roads  built  by  all  States  if  the 
roads  are  fairly  close  to  conforming  with 
the  Federal  standards. ' 

My  Commonwealth  has  built  a  num¬ 
ber  of  toll  roads,  expressways,  and  free¬ 


ways  at  great  expense.  It  is  our  view 
that  we  should  be  reimbursed  for  our 
initiative,  and  not  be  penalized. 

Second,  it  is  our  position  that  the 
Federal  highway  program  should  be 
completed  in  13  years,  and  that  definite 
appropriations  should  be  made  by  Con¬ 
gress  under  the  law. 

Third,  if  and  when  we  get  back  to 
schedule  and  can  look  forward  to  com¬ 
pleting  the  program  in  13  years,  we 
should  take  up  the  question  of  reim¬ 
bursement.  The  question  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  should  not  be  permitted  to  de¬ 
crease  the  amount  of  the  appropriations 
which  are  being  made  to  help  overcome 
the  current  recession  and  to  complete 
the  13-year  program  on  schedule. 

Finally,  it  is  my  hope  that  careful 
study  will  be  given  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  next  year  to  the  work  done 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  de¬ 
termine  the  equity  of  the  needs  formula. 
Under  that  program,  the  so-called  Gore 
program,  my  State  is  penalized  by  being 
cut  from  5.321  percent  to  4.78  percent  of 
appropriated  funds.  That  was  because 
Pennsylvania  was  more  accurate  in  esti¬ 
mating  the  cost  of  her  needs  than  were 
her  sister  States.  The  general  average 
indicates  that  the  cost  is  9  percent  across 
the  country.  In  Pennsylvania,  it  is  only 
4  percent.  One  of  our  large  sister  States 
overestimated  its  needs  on  a  cost  basis 
by  20  or  25  percent  and  is,  accordingly, 
getting  a  higher  allocation. 

I  hope  the  chairman  and  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  will  bear  these 
facts  in  mind  when,  next  year,  the  needs 
formula  is  reevaluated. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Texas  yield  me  3 
minutes? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  and  today  I  received  three  letters 
from  highway  construction  contractors 
in  Ohio.  Each  of  the  three  letters  ex¬ 
presses  the  fear  that  because  of  further 
increases  in  the  prices  of  materials, 
equipment,  and  supplies,  and  possibly 
new  demands  for  increased  wages,  the 
cost  of  the  construction  will  likely  go 
up  10  percent  a  year. 

I  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
whether  any  of  the  suppliers  or  material 
men  or  labor  representatives  who  testi¬ 
fied  urged  the  adoption  of  this  program 
to  stabilize  the  economy. 

Mr.  GORE.  There  was  testimony 
urging  the  adoption  of  a  vigorous  high¬ 
way  improvement  program  not  only  for 
the  purpose  of  building  and  improving 
highways,  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  in¬ 
creasing  employment  opportunities. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  In  the  calculation 
that  the  bill  will  make  available  an  in¬ 
vestment  which  will  hire  550,000  work¬ 
ers,  did  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
have  in  mind  the  present  wage  levels 
and  price  levels? 

Mr.  GORE.  We  calculated  on  the 
basis  of  the  existing  situation. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  That  is,  the  Senator 
did  not  anticipate  that  while  Congress 
intended  to  stabilize  the  economy,  it 
might  in  the  next  year  be  faced  with  a 
10-percent  increase  in  cost  because  in¬ 
creased  costs  of  wages  and  supplies? 
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Mr.  GORE.  On  the  contrary,  the 
subcommittee  requested  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  to  make  a  survey  of  the 
experiences  the  States  were  having  with 
respect  to  costs;  that  is,  the  actual 
terms  of  bids  and  contracts  as  compared 
with  estimates  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  January.  We  were  pleased  to 
have  the  report  that,  nationwide,  the 
contracts  are  running  approximately  7 
percent  below  the  estimated  cost'. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  After  I  received  the 
letters,  I  called  officials  of  the  State  of 
Ohio.  I  was  told  by  them  that  there  is 
.now  sound,  keen  competition.  I  called 
one  other  contractor,  and  he  said  he  was 
of  the  belief  that  there  may  be  a  de¬ 
mand  for  increased  wages  and  increased 
prices. 

Mr.  President,  I  contemplate  voting 
for  the  bill.  But  I  will  be  a  bitterly  dis¬ 
appointed  man  if,  at  the  end  of  1  year, 
we  find  that,  whereas  we  were  trying  to 
stabilize  the  economy  and  provide  jobs, 
10  percent  of  the  amounts  provided  will 
have  been  expended  for  increased  costs 
of  materials,  supplies,  and  labor. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  to  me? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Utah. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clark  in  the  chair) .  The  Senator  from 
Utah  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
tend  to  vote  for  the  bill.  I  believe  it 
provides  for  the  kind  of  public  works 
which  can  be  fully  justified  in  meeting 
the  present  recession.  The  Nation  is  a 
long  way  behind  in  its  highway  program 
and  stepping  it  up  can  be  justified  as  a 
matter  of  economics. 

I  believe  Federal  and  State  highway 
officials  will  do  everything  within 'their 
power  to  make  this  program  successful. 
Fully  justified  expenditures  will  be 
spread  out  over  the  whole  country  where 
the  most  good  can  be  done. 

With  respect  to  reclamation  projects, 
lately  there  has  been  a  definite  tendency 
to  offer  bids  well  within  the  estimates; 
in  one  case,  Glen  Canyon  Dam,  the  bid 
was  nearly  20  percent  lower  than  the 
estimate. 

Of  course,  the  program  under  this 
bill  will  riot  need  go  forward  any  faster 
than  the  funds  are  made  available. 

Many  of  us  will  be  disappointed  if 
the  program  under  the  bill  adds  to  the 
spiral  of  inflation,  although  in  that  case 
something  probably  can  be  done  by 
slowing  down  the  rate  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  or  the  construction  schedule. 

As  the  President  has  indicated  and 
recommended,  I  believe  the  program  is 
fully  justified  even  though  it  may  have 
in  certain  particulars  gone  beyond  his 
recommendations. 

The  bill  contains  some  provisions  and 
authorizations  of  new  appropriations 
with  which  I  am  not  in  full  accord. 

However,  I  have  high  hopes  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  scrutinize, 
in  conference,  the  action  taken  by  the 
Senate,  and  that  it  will  be  possible  to 
remedy  the  defects  which  I  believe  the 
bill  contains,  and  to  reduce  somewhat 


some  of  the  authorizations  for  higher 
appropriations. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  passage  of 
this  bill  will  be  a  powerful  stimulus  to 
our  economy. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  the  time  under  my  control, 
if  the  minority  leader  is  prepared  to  do 
likewise. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  back  the  remainder  of  the  time  un¬ 
der  my  control.  , 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Then,  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  back  the  remainder  of 
the  time  under  my  control. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  re¬ 
maining  time  has  been  yielded  back. 

The  question  before  the  Senate  is  on 
the  final  passage  of  House  bill  9821,  as 
amended. 

The  question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered*  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senators  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender  and  Mr.  Long!  are  absent  on 
official  business  attending  the  funeral  of 
the  late  Congressman  George  Long. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  absent  on  official  business 
attending  the  Interparliamentary  Con¬ 
ference  in  Europe  as  a  representative  of 
the  Senate. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senators  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender  and  Mr.  Long],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney], 
and  the  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush] 
is  absent  on  official  business  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Jen- 
ner]  is  necessarily  absent,  and,  if  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Cape- 
hart]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Bush].  If  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  would  vote  “nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  84, 
nays  4,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 84 


Aiken 

Cotton 

Hruska 

Allott 

Dirksen 

Humphrey 

Anderson 

Douglas 

Ives 

Barrett 

Dworshak 

Jackson 

Beall 

Eastland 

Javits 

Bible 

Ervin 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Bricker 

Frear 

Johnston,  S.  O, 

Bridges 

Fulbright 

Kefauver 

Butler 

Goldwater 

Kennedy 

Carlson 

Gore 

Kerr 

Carroll 

Green 

Knowland 

Case.  N.  J. 

Hayden 

Kuchel 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Hennings 

Langer 

Chavez 

Hickenlooper 

Lausche 

Church 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Clark 

Hoblitzell 

Malone 

Cooper 

Holland 

Mansfield 

Martin,  Iowa 

Potter 

Sparkman 

Martin,  Pa. 

Proxmire 

Stennis 

McClellan 

Purtell 

Symington 

McNamara 

Revercomb 

Talmadge 

Morse 

Russell 

ThurmoncT 

Morton 

Saltonstall 

Thye 

Mundt 

Schoeppel 

Watkins 

Neuberger 

Scott 

Wiley 

O’Mahoney 

Smathers 

Williams 

Pastore 

Smith,  Maine 

Yarborough 

Payne 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Young 

Bennett 

NAYS— 4 

Curtis 

Robertson 

Byrd 

NOT  VOTING- 

—8 

Bush 

Flanders 

Monroney 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Murray 

Ellender 

Long 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821),  as  amended, 
was  passed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  title  of  the  House  bill  is 
amended  by  substituting  for  it  that  of 
the  Senate  bill,  and  the  Senate  bill  will 
be  indefinitely  postponed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi- 
.  dentri - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment,  request  a  conference  thereon  with 
the  House,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the  , 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Gore,  Mr.  Martin  of  ;■ 
Pennsylvania,  and  Mr.  Case  of  South  j 
Dakota  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  j| 
unanimous  consent  that  House  bill  9821, 
as  amended  and  passed  by  the  Senate, 
be  printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  have  just  closed  debate  on  one 
of  the  most  important  measures  we  could 
possibly  pass  to  help  the  unemployed. 

This  is  a  bill  which  will  have  a  direct 
and  cei'tain  effect  upon  jobs.  It  means 
that  men  will  be  put  to  work  building 
the  highways  the  Nation  so  badly  needs. 

The  Senate  owes  a  deep  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude  to  all  the  Members  of  this  body  for 
their  patience  and  for  the  long  hours 
they  have  spent  during  the  time  we  were 
debating  this  important  measure.  The 
Senate  owes  a  particular  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude  to  the  junior  Senator- from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  which  held  the  long  hear¬ 
ings,  and  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  the  fine  work  they 
have  done  on  the  bill. 

As  chairman  of  the  committee,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  acted  prompt¬ 
ly  and  expeditiously.  And  the  junior 
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Senator  from  Tennesse  is  one  of  the  Na-j 
tion’s  outstanding  experts  on  this  diffi 
cult  field  of  legislation. 

The  passage  of  this  measure  is  clear] 
and  unmistakable  notice  to  the  unem¬ 
ployed  men  and  women  of  this  country 
that  Congress  is  determined  to  act  and 
to  help  them.  We  are  not  going  to 
stand  idly  by. 

This  measure  strikes  me  as  being  of 
unusual  importance  in  this  situation. 
According  to  expert  surveys,  90  cents  out 
of  every  dollar  spent  on  roads — aside 
from  acquisition  of  rights-of-way — goes 
directly  or  indirectly  into  wages. 

I  congratulate  all  the  Members  of  the 
Senate,  and  particularly  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  th 
junior  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  Sen 
ator  from  New  Mexico,  and  their  col-; 
leagues  for  this  fine  achievement. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  will  the  j 
majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BEALL.  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  the  minority  members  cooper¬ 
ated  in  bringing  about  the  passage  of 
this  bill.  Did  the  minority  members, 
the  Republicans,  cooperate  in  bringing  5 
it? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  said  the 
entire  membership  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  I  would  assume  the  Sena¬ 
tor  would  realize  that  included  the  , 
minority. 

Mr.  BEALL.  The  Senator  was  very 
emphatic  about  mentioning  certain 
names.  I  wonder  whether  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  was 
included. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  desires  me  to  mention  his  name,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  commend  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BEALL.  I  am  not  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  referred  to 
all  the  Members  of  the  Senate  and  ex¬ 
pressed  my  appreciation  to  them.  I  ex¬ 
press  my  appreciation  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  again. 

I  referred  to  every  member  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  but  I  thought  particular  at¬ 
tention  should  be  given  to  the  chairman 
of  the  full  committee  and  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  who  probably 
spent  more  hours  on  the  matter  than 
any  other  Members  of  the  Senate. 

■I"*11— ■■■*■  1  —  •  *y 

ATTACKS  ON  JEWISH  COMMUNITY 
CENTERS 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  /resident, 
while  I  was  in  Bonn,  Germany,  recently 
on  business  connected  wjth  NATO  I 
learned  the  deeply  shocking  news  that  a 
Jewish  community  center  in  Nashville, 
Term.,  had  been  subjected  to  a  dynamite 
attack.  Two  hours  later  a  similar  attack 
was  made  on  a  .Jewish  synagogue  in 
Miami,  Fla. 

These  two 
successful  effo? 
dedicated  to 
Carolina. 

The  attgrfek  in  Nashville  was  followed 
by  telephone  threats  to  a  distinguished 
juris^Gircuit  Judge  William  E.  Miller. 

I  agri  glad  that  there  was  a  quick  and 
proper  response  from  officials  of  the 
St/te  of  Tennessee  and  the  city  of  Nash¬ 
ville.  In  both  Nashville  and  Miami  the 


Councils  of  Churches  expressed  the  sense 
of  outrage  undoubtedly  felt  by  all  decent 
citizens. 

This  matter  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the 
police.  In  Nashville  the  police  are  being 
aided  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investi¬ 
gation.  I  am  encouraged  to  think  that 
the"  criminals  will  be  brought  to  justice 
in  both  instances. 

It  would  appear  that  these  bombings 
are  more  than  coincidental.  The  facts, 
in  any  event,  must  be  brought  fully  to 
light.  We  cannot  tolerate  in  this  Nation 
vicious  and  violent  attacks  on  any  reli¬ 
gion,  whether  it  be  Protestant,  Catholic, 
Jewish,  or  any  other  faith. 

Beyond  finding  the  immediate  culprits 
in  these  cases  and  bringing  them  to  jus¬ 
tice,  we  must  work  without  relenting  to 
vanish  the  underlying  causes  of  such 
a'tfacks — which  are  ignorance  and  hate. 

a  member  of  the  Christian  commu¬ 
nity},!  want  to  express  my  sorrow  that 
anything  like  this  could  happen  in  Amer¬ 
ica  to  Wir  fellow  citizens  of  the  Jewish 
commurf^y. 

AMENDMENT  OF  INTERNAL  REVE¬ 
NUE  CODE  OF  1954 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  do  not  expect  any  rollcalls/this 
evening,  although  \there  are  some  .State¬ 
ments  to  be  made\and  we  do  ,want  to 
consider  a  bill  affecting  college's.  Order 
No.  1427,  H.  R.  8268,  \hen  Senators  are 
ready  to  consider  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendaiy'1427,  House  bill 
8268. 

The  PRESIDING 
will  be  stated  by 

The  Chief  ClejSk.  A  bill  (H.  R\  8268) 
to  amend  section  512  of  the  Ini 
Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
objection  t6  the  unanimous-consent 
quest? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

MT.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
J’exas  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 


OFFICER} The  bill 


icks  followed  two  un¬ 
to  dynamite  buildings 
le  Jewish  faith  in  North 


*  CHICKEN  IN  THE  POT  AGAIN? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  first  it  was  within  the 
next  30  days — then  it  was  by  the  middle 
of  March — and  now  it  is  within  the  next 
60  days  or  possibly  the  last  quarter  of 
1958 — that  the  present  rapid  decline  in 
the  national  economy  is  supposed  to  level 
off. 

Meanwhile,  I  submit  that  the  admin¬ 
istration,  by  its  failure  to  deal  promptly 
and  vigorously  with  the  business  reces¬ 
sion,  has  virtually  nullified  the  Full  Em¬ 
ployment  Act  of  1946. 

Mr.  President,  for  6  consecutive 
months  official  reports  on  the  state  of 
.the  economy  have  registered  continuing 
declines  in  factory  and  mining  output, 
sharp  curtailment  of  oil  production, 
heavy  cutbacks  in  auto  manufacture 
and  an  alarming  rise  in  unemployment — 
while  the  administration  has  sat  on  its 
hands. 


Furthermore,  nothing  in  the  latest  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  or  the 
Department  of  Commerce  would  seerarto 
justify  the  administration’s  sunny  Opti¬ 
mism  that  within  the  next  60  d/ys  or 
at  least  by  next  fall  things  Will  get 
better — if  they  do  not  get  any/worse. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  painfully  aware 
that  to  a  jobless  worker  With  hungry 
mouths  to  feed  this  optimism  about  the 
future  is  a  poor  substitute  for  a  regular 
paycheck.  I  do  not  believe  that  some 
5y2  million  unemployed  Americans — 
especially  those  who  have  exhausted 
their  unemployment  benefits — presently 
regard  the  exerpise  of  their  “right  to 
suffer”  as  one  $0  the  joys  of  living  in  a 
democracy. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  remind  the  ad¬ 
ministration  that  when  the  Congress 
passed  t^e  Employment  Act  of  1946,  we 
declared  it  to  be  the  continuing  policy 
and  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  use  all  practicable  means  to 
promote  maximum  employment,  pro- 
ction  and  purchasing  power. 

The  President  stated  recently,  as  he 
has  on  numerous  other  occasions  since 
the  recession  began,  that — 

This  administration,  will  continue  to  un¬ 
dertake,  by  Executive  order  or  proposal  to 
the  Congress,  any  measures — including  tax 
reduction  if,  after  consultation  with  con¬ 
gressional  leaders,  such  action  should  prove 
desirable  and  necessary — that  will  assist 
health  economic  recovery. 

These  are  reassuring  words,  but  they 
are  without  meaning  unless  they  are 
followed  by  bold  action.  And  so  far,  the 
administration  has  failed  to  act,  ap¬ 
parently  waiting  in  the  hope  that  the 
economy  will  eventually  right  itself. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  with  grave  mis¬ 
givings  that  I  seem  to  detect  in  this  just- 
around-the-corner  attitude  on  the  part 
of  the  administration,  a  close  parallel 
with  that  of  another  day. 

Indeed,  I  find  an  unhappily  reminis¬ 
cent  ring  in  this  passage  from  The 
American  Past,  by  Mr.  Roger  Butterfield. 

itaded  “Just  Around  the  Corner”  this 
passage  describes  that  turbulent  period 
in  current  history  which  has,  I  believe, 
come  to  be  known  as  the  roaring  twenties, 
in  these  words : 

In  OctWber  1929  President  Hoover  de¬ 
clared:  “Tke  fundamental  business  of  the 
country  *  *\»  is  on  a  sound  and  prosperous 
basis.”  In  January  1930  he  said  that  there 
were  definite  signs  that  the  Nation  had 
turned  the  cori^r.  In  March  he  predicted 
that  the  high  point  of  unemployment  would 
be  passed  in  60  daA  In  May  he  announced : 
“We  have  now  passed  the  worst  and  with 
continued  unity  of  Mort  we  shall  rapidly 
recover.”  His  words  were  brave  but  futile. 
The  crash  rolled  on  and  Settled  dismally  into 
the  depression.  The  \national  income 
dropped  from  $85  billion  to'$37  billion,  wages 
fell  off  $22  billion,  1  out  ok  every  4  farms 
was  sold  for  taxes.  At  the  entlof  1930  there 
were  3  million  unemployed:  Ov  1933  there 
were  15  million.  Five  thousand  \anks  closed 
their  doors.  Private  construction\ame  to  an 
end. 

But  dividend  and  interest  paymentkrose  to 
an  alltime  high  of  $8  billion  in  193k,  and 
never  fell  lower  than  the  level  of  1928.S  In¬ 
vestors  generally  continued  to  collect;  wAge- 
earners  and  farmers  bore  the  brunt. 

Mr.  President,  any  similarity  betweei 
this  tragic  period  in  our  history  and  the’ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  reported  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION /DILL,  1959.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 

without  amendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  11767  (H.  Rept,  11x84)  .  p.  5088 

Representatives  of  tfi\e  Department  agencies  have  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee's  actions  on  the  estimates  ft>r  the  Department.  Copies  of  the 
bill  and  committee  ^report  will  be  distributed  directly  toXthe  agency  budget 
offices,  as  soon  received,  pursuant  to  a  distribution  list  that  has  been 
worked  out  with  fclhe  Department  agencies.  The  agencies  will  receive  the 
material  at  t her  same  time  this  office  will  receive  it.  The  material  will  not 
be  distributee  from  this  office.  In  general,  copies  should  be  obtained  from 
the  agency  budget  offices  rather  than  from  this  office. 

At  the /end  of  this  Digest  are  a  summary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 
with  tha/1959  estimates  and  with  anticipated  funds  available  in  1958 y\ani 
excerpts  frcm  the  committee  report. 

2.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959.  The  Appropriations  oom- 
ee  submitted  a  supplemental  report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10589  (H.  Rept.S 

1342,  Part  2).  p.  5087 


3 ,\PURCHAS I NG .  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  J 


rUl\L.rti 

588,  to  provide  irtaut-j-afe  appropriations  to  Government  civilian  agencies  oi 
ufp  to  50%  of  the  amounts  set  forth  in  the  Budget  for  the  fiscal  year  195?/ for 
thev  objects  "Supplies  and  Materials"  and  "Equipment"  in  order  to  accelei 
planned  procurement  programs  (H.  Rept.  1583) ,  p.  5088 


rate 


4.  FORESTRlh.  Passed  without  amendment,  218  to  102,  S.  3262,  to  authorise  Federal 
grants  to  construct  Olympic  facilities  for  the  1960  winter  games  on  Forest 
Service  ldnd.  Rejected  several  amendments  dealing  with  the  role/of  the  Armed 
Services  in '.handling  the  games.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  5058-9,  5071-81 


5. 


rods 


two  years  the 
brought  into 


IMPORTS.  PassedNwithout  amendment  H.  R.  11407,  to  extend 
law  allowing  free\  importation  of  personal  and  household  g 
the  U.  S.  under  Government  orders,  pp.  5052-3 

Passed  without  ar^ndment  H.  R.  10112,  to  make  permanent  the  existing 
privileges  of  free  importation  of  guar  seed,  p.  5053 


6.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Granted  the  House  Conferees  on  .  S./497,  the  Flood-Control 
Act  of  1958,  until  raidnigtap,  Mar.  28,  to  file  their  report.  Reps.  McGregor, 
Martin  and  Fallon  discussed^ the  speed  with  whict/the  committee  acted 
(p.  5057).  The  Daily  Digest\reported:  "Conferees,  in  executive  session, 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate  and 
House-passed  versions  of  S.  497*.  Flood  Contybl  Act  of  1958."  (p.  D274)  . 
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7.  ROADS,  Disagreed  with  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  and  appointed  conferees.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  Mar.  27. 
p.  5056 

Rep.  Curtis,  Mass.,  criticized  the  increase  in  the  Federal  share  of 
matched  grants  from  50  to  70%  of  the  cost  for  the  $400  million  additional 
for  ABC  roads.  He  stated  that  such  " farm-to-market"  roads  as  might  be  helped 
were  of  "predominantly  local  interest."  p.  5082 


8.  RECIPROCAL  TRADE.  Reps.  BaileyHoffman,  Kearriq ,  N&al,  Bennett  (Mich.),  and 
Dorn  discussed  various  aspects  of  the  foreign  ^rade  programs  and  policies  of 
the  U.  S.  pp.  5056,  5083- 


9.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS,  kep.  Westland  was  elected  aN;  mber  of  the  Government 
Operations  Committee,  /p.  5082 


10.  SOIL  BANK.  Received /from  this  Department  a  report  on 
program  of  the  Soil/ Bank  for  1957.  p.  5087 


conservation  reserve 


11.  INTERNATIONAL 
report  on  the 
organization 


ORi 


IZATIONS.  Received  from  the  State  Depart 
tent  and  disposition  of  U.  S.  contributions 
for  fiscal  year  1957  (H.  Doc.  360) .  p.  5087 


12.  RECLAMATION*  Received  a  Mass.  Legislature  memorial  urging  Congre* 
President^to  enact  legislation  expanding  the  use  of  artificial 
p.  5089, 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Mon.,  Mar.  31,  the  He 
would  consider  H.  J.  Res.  588,  to  accelerate  expenditures  for  planned 
curement  programs  through  advance  purchases  by  Government  agencies  against 
rentual  1959  appropriations,  to  be  followed  by  consideration  of  H.  R.  10589) 
the  general  Government  matters  appropriation  bill  for  1959,  and  S.  1740,  to 
authorize  payment  from  the  Employees’  Life  Insurance  Fund  of  expenses  incurred 
by  the  cSC  in  assuming  and  maintaining  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  certain 
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aiW  tariff  law  and  which  have  remained  in 
continuous  customs  custody  or  under  a 
customs  exhibition  bond  and  imported  arti¬ 
cles  inNonded  warehouses  under  the  general 
tariff  lavk  may  be  accorded  the  privilege  of 
transfer  tk  and  entry  for  exhibition  at  the 
fair,  under>6uch  regulations  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  shall  prescribe. 

Sec.  6.  The  Kentucky  State  Fair  shall  be 
deemed,  for  customs  purposes  only,  to  be  the 
sole  consignee  of^h  merchandise  imported 
under  this  act.  TIte  actual  and  necessary 
customs  charges  for  labor,  services,  and  other 
expenses  in  connection,  with  the  entry,  ex¬ 
amination,  appraisemenrSj'elease,  or  custody, 
together  with  the  necessary  charges  for  sal¬ 
aries  of  customs  officers  anbl  employees  in 
connection  with  the  supervis^n,  custody  of, 
and  accounting  for,  articles  imported  under 
this  act,  shall  be  reimbursed  IT  the  Ken¬ 
tucky  State  Fair  to  the  United  Stages  under 
regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.  Receipts  from  suclV.  reim¬ 
bursement  shall  be  deposited  as  refunds  to 
the  appropriation  from  which  paid,  inNhe 
manner  provided  for  in  section  524  of  tV 
Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended  (19  U.  S.  C\ 
sec.  1524) .  , 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  H.  R.  11019  is  to  permit  the  entry, 
free  of  duty,- 'of  articles  imported  for 
exhibition  at  the  Kentucky  State  Fair 
to  be  held  at  Louisville,  Ky.,  from  Sep¬ 
tember  4  to  13, 1958.  < 

This  bill  is  similar  to  previous  legis¬ 
lation  enacted  by  the  Congress  in  con¬ 
nection  with  various  international  exhi¬ 
bitions,  expositions,  and  fairs  held  in 
the  United  States.  The  Kentucky  State 
Fair  is  to  be  held  at  the  Kentucky  Fair 
and  Exposition  Center,  Louisville,  Ky., 
from  September  4  to  13,  1958,  inclusive, 
by  the  Kentucky  State  Fair. 

H.  R.  11019  provides  that  the  imported 
articles  shall  not  be  subject  to  marking 
requirements  of  the  general  tariff  laws 
except  when  such  articles  are  withdrawn 
for  consumption  or  use  in  the  United 
States.  Articles  admitted  may  be  law¬ 
fully  sold  at  any  time  during  or  within 
3  months  after  the  close  of  the  exposi¬ 
tion,  subject  to  such  regulations  for  the 
security  of  the  revenue  and  for  the  col¬ 
lection  of  import  duties  as  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  prescribe. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and /Means 
was  unanimous  in  urging  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  SpeakeiyH.  R.  11019 
has  as  its  meritorious  purpose  authority 
for  the  duty-free  entry  of  articles  to  be 
exhibited  at  the  Kentucky  State  Fair  to 
be  held  from  Septemtj^r  4  to  13,  1958,  at 
Louisville,  Ky. 

This  legislation  conforms  to  other  leg¬ 
islation  granting’  a  duty-free  import 
status  to  exhibition  articles  for  display 
at  trade  fairs'- and  contains  safeguards 
to  prevent  abuse  of  the  privilege.  The 
Committee/’ on  Ways  and  Means  was 
unanimous  in  recommending  favorable 
consideration  of  the  bill. 

[Mr  ROBSION  of  Kentucky’s  remarks 
wilVappear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


OREGON  STATE  CENTENNIAL  EX¬ 
POSITION  AND  INTERNATIONAL 

TRADE  FAIR 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9655)  to  per¬ 
mit  articles  imported  from  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  for  the  purpose  of  exhibition  at  the 
Oregon  State  Centennial  Exposition  and 
International  Trade  Fair  to  be  held  at 
Portland,  Oreg.,  to  be  admitted  without 
payment  of  tariff,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  any  article  which 
is  imported  from  a  foreign  country  for  the 
purpose  of  exhibition  at  the  Oregon  State 
Centennial  Exposition  and.  International 
Trade  Fair  to  be  held  at  Portland,  Oreg.,  from 
June  10,  1959,  to  September  20,  1959,  in¬ 
clusive,  by  the  Oregon  State  Centennial  Ex-y 
position  and  International  Trade  Fair  ( here* 
inafner  called  the  exposition),  or  for  ifse 
in  constructing,  installing,  or  maintaining 
foreign\exhibits  at  such  exposition, /upon 
which  tlffire  is  a  tariff  or  customs  duty,  shall 
be  admitted  without  payment  of  such  tariff 
or  customs  duty  dr  any  fees  or  charges,  under 
such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  prescribe. 

Sec.  2.  It  shallNse  lawful  at/any  time  dur¬ 
ing  or  within  3  ninths  after  the  close  of 
such  exposition  to  sell  within  the  area  of 
the  exposition  any  articles  provided  for 
herein,  subject  to  sucH\regulations  for  the 
security  of  the  revemje  and  for  the  collection 
of  import  duties  as  the  ^Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  shall  prescribe.  Ak  such  articles, 
when  withdrawiyior  consumption  or  use  in 
the  United  States,  shall  be  subject  to  the 
duties,  if  anyyimposed  upon  sucluerticles  by 
the  revenut/  laws  in  force  at  thfk  date  of 
their  withdrawal;  and  on  such  articles,  which 
shall  ha suffered  diminution  or  deteriora¬ 
tion  train  incidental  handling  or  expokyre, 
the  dvfties,  if  payable,  shall  be  assessed 
cording  to  the  appraised  value  at  the  time 
withdrawal  from  entry  hereunder  for  con¬ 
sumption  or  entry  under  the  general  tariff 
law. 

Sec.  3.  Imported  articles  provided  for  here¬ 
in  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  marking  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  general  tariff  laws,  except 
when  such  articles  are  withdrawn  for  con¬ 
sumption  or  use  in  the  United  States,  in 
which  case  they  shall  not  be  released  from 
customs  custody  until  properly  marked,  but 
no  additional  duty  shall  be  assessed  because 
such  articles  were  not  sufficiently  marked 
when  imported  into  the  United  States. 

Sec.  4.  At  any  time  or  within  3  months 
after  the  close  of  the  exposition,  any  article 
entered  hereunder  may  be  abandoned  to  the 
United  States  or "  destroyed  under  customs 
supervision,  whereupon  any  duties  on  such 
article  shall  be  remitted. 

Sec.  5.  Articles  which  have  been  admitted 
without  payment  of  duty  for  exhibition 
under  any  tariff  law  and  which  have  re¬ 
mained  in  continuous  customs  custody  or 
under  a  customs  exhibition  bond  and  im¬ 
ported  articles  in  bonded  warehouses  under 
the  general  tariff  law  may  be  accorded  the 
privilege  of  transfer  to  and  entry  for  exhibi¬ 
tion  at  such  exposition,  under  such  regula¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
prescribe. 


Sec.  6.  The  exposition  shall  be  deemed,  fbr 
customs  purposes  only,  to  be  the  sole  con¬ 
signee  of  all  merchandise  imported  under  the 
provisions  of  this  act.  The  actual  and/heces- 
sary  customs  charges  for  labor,  services,  and 
other  expenses  in  connection  with  Jthe  entry, 
examination,  appraisement,  release,  or  cus¬ 
tody,  together  with  the  necessajpy  charges  for 
salaries  of  customs  officers  ana  employees  in 
connection  with  the  supervision,  custody  of, 
and  accounting  for,  articles  imported  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  by  the  expositior/tc  the  United  States 
under  regulations  to /be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  Receipts  from 
such  reimbursements  shall  be  deposited  as 
refunds  to  the  Appropriation  from  which 
paid,  in  the  manner  provided  for  in  section 
524  of  the  Ta/iff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended 
(19  U.  S.  C.  2524). 

With  tjare  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Pag&'  2,  line  2,  after  "which”  insert 
"artiste” 

age  2,  line  9,  strike  out  "herein,”  and  in- 
ft  "in  this  act.” 

Page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  "hereunder,” 
'and  insert  “under  this  act.” 

Page  2,  line  21,  strike  out  "herein,”  and 
insert  “in  this  act.” 

Page  3,  line  4,  after  “time”  insert  “during 
or.” 

Page  3,  line  5,  strike  out  “hereunder,”  and 
insert  “under  this  act.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  H.  R.  9655  is  to  permit  the  entry,  free 
of  duty,  of  articles  imported  for  exhibi¬ 
tion  at  the  Oregon  State  Centennial  Ex¬ 
position  and  International  Trade  Fair, 
’to  be  held  at  Portland,  Oreg.,  from  June 
10,  1959,  to  September  20,  1959. 

This  bill  is  similar  to  previous  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted  by  the  Congress  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  various  international  exhibi¬ 
tions,  expositions,  and  fairs  held  in  the 
United  States.  The  Oregon  State  Cen¬ 
tennial  Exposition  and  International 
rade  Fair  is  to  be  held  at  Portland, 
Ofreg.,  from  June  10,  1959,  to  September 
20,  i>959,  inclusive,  by  the  Oregon  State 
Centennial  Exposition  and  International 
Trade  B^ir. 

H.  R.  9655  provides  that  the  imported 
articles  sn&Jl  not  be  subject  to  marking 
requirements  of  the  general  tariff  laws 
except  when  sW:h  articles  are  withdrawn 
for  consumption  or  use  in  the  United 
States.  Articles 'admitted  may  be  law¬ 
fully  sold  at  any  -fome  during  or  within 
3  months  after  theklose  of  the  exposi¬ 
tion,  subject  to  such  regulations  for  the 
security  of  the  revenue ^and  for  the  col¬ 
lection  of  import  duties  aSthe  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  presciHbe. 

The  Committee  on  Ways 'and  Means 
was  unanimous  in  urging  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  legisla¬ 
tion  permits  the  duty-free  entry  oX^  ex¬ 
hibition  articles  for  display  at  the  Oregon 
State  Centennial  Exposition  and  Inter¬ 
national  Trade  Fair.  This  event  is  to 


5056 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  28 


be  held  at  Portland,  Or  eg.,  from  June  10 
to  September^  of  next  year. 

This  legislation  is  in  conformity  with 
other  legislatioh,  having  a  similar  pur¬ 
pose  on  which  the'House  has  acted  favor¬ 
ably  from  time  to  time.  The  legislation 
contains  the  usual  safeguards  to  preclude 
abuse  of  the  privilege  of  free  entry 
granted  under  the  legislation. 

[Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon’s  remarks  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  f  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  authors  of  the 
bills  that  have  just  been  considered  may 
have  permission  to  extend  their  remarks 
following  those  of  the  gentlemanffrom 
New  York*  [Mr.  Reed]  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  tli^re 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentlems 
from  Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENT  OP  FEDERAL-AID 
ROAD  ACT 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree 
to  the  Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to 
the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees:  Messrs.  Fallon,  Blat- 
nik,  Jones  of  Alabama,  McGregor,  and 
George. 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  NEXT 
WEEK 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  the  majority  whip  if  he 
will  announce  the  program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  In  response  to  the 
gentleman  may  I  say  that  on  Monday 
there  is  one  suspension  regarding  ad¬ 
vance  procurement  appropriations  for 
1958. 

After  that  three  bills  will  be  consid; 
ered : 

H.  R.  10589,  the  general  Government 
matters  appropriation  bill  for  /1959, 
under  the  5-minute  rule. 

H.  R.  607,  regarding  increased  pay¬ 
ments  for  retired  annuitants. 

S.  1740,  the  Federal  Employ/es  Life  In¬ 
surance  Act. 

For  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  and  Thurs¬ 
day: 

The  Private  Calendari will  be  called  on 
Tuesday,  and  after  that  the  Agriculture 
Department  appropriation  bill  for  1959 
and  H.  R.  5124,  the  air  brake  bill. 

Any  record  votes  on  Monday  will  go 
over  until  Tuesday. 

The  Easter  recess  will  be  from  the  close 
of  business  fin  Thursday,  April  3,  until 
noon  on  Monday,  April  14. 

This  program,  of  course,  is  subject  to 
the  general  exception  that  conference 
reports  may  be  brought  up  at  any  time. 

Any  further  program  will  be  an- 
nojihced  later. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY 
NEXT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  to  dispense  with  the  business  under 
the  Calendar  Wednesday  rule  on 
Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle - 
,  man  from  Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  IRRIGATION 
AND  RECLAMATION 

Mr.  '’ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  th( 
Committee'on  Interior  and  Insular 
fairs  may  sitVhile  the  House  is  in  session 
this  afternoormuring  general  debat 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Ijf there 
objection  to  theVequest  of  thq/gentle- 
man  from  Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 

_ \ 

ALL  THINGS  dOME  T^J/iTHOSE  WHO 
WAIT, 

(Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessete  asked  and 
jwas  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BASS  of/Tennessee.  Mr. ''Speak¬ 
er,  I  have  in,my  hand  a  book  entitled 
“Dear  Mr.  Congressman’’  which  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  1948  -  and  written  by  Ju\et 
Lowell.  According  to  this  book  we  migl 
well  say/that  the  old  saying,  “All  thing! 
come  to  those  who  wait”  is  true.  The 
book  ds  composed  of  letters  which  have 
beqii  written  to  various  Members  of  the 
Congress.  On  page  24  of  this  book  is  a 
stter  which  was  addressed  to  a  Con- 
'gressman.  I  would  like  to  read  this  let¬ 
ter  which  I  think  carries  out  the  old 
expression,  “All  things  come  to  those  who 
wait.”  It  was  addressed  to  Representa¬ 
tive  Kenneth  Keating,  presently  a 
Member  of  the  House.  It  says: 

Dear  Representative  Keating:  What  this 
country  needs  is  a  first-class  depression  un¬ 
der  a  Republican  administration. 

Yours  truly, 

Frederick  H. 


money.  This  is  what  many  are  doing 
now.  Savings  are  going  up  in  the  Unit 
States  now  at  a  greater  rate  than  ever. 
Savings  are  at  the  highest  point  inyfcis- 
tory. 

The  small-town  bankers  conv^hed  in 
Chicago  the  other  day.  Mr,/ Charles 
Lucey,  of  the  Scripps-Howani'  newspa¬ 
pers,  reported  the  quiet  confidence  and 
optimism  generally  expressed  by  these 
grassroots  professional  observers  of  our 
economic  pulse  in  a  ’V^ashington  Daily 
News  story  yesterday. 

Commenting  editorially  on  the  Lucey 
article  and  on  the  distinctly  positive  atti¬ 
tude  of  these  grassroots  analysts,  the 
Washington  Dally  News  succinctly 
summed  up  tl yC  readjustment  or  reces¬ 
sion  which  presently  appears  to  dom¬ 
inate  the  Washington  mind: 

In  our  opinion,  one  factor  is  what  Mr. 
Lucey  described  as  a  cyclone-cellar  psychol¬ 
ogy.  Ana  this  psychology,  in  part  at  least, 
would  Joe  the  natural  result  of  the  election- 
year  .desperation  recently  evident  here  in 
Washington — main  source  of  the  scare  head¬ 
lines  mentioned  by  one  of  Mr.  Lucey’s  in¬ 
formants. 

If  you  hear  a  fire  siren,  you  figure  there’s 
a  fire,  even  if  you  can’t  see  the  smoke. 

The  politicians  didn’t  make  a  recession 
(despite  some  of  the  partisan  extremists  who 
are  popping  off) ,  But  they  can  make  it 
worse,  by  panic  antics,  much  more  easily 
than  they  can  reverse  it. 

We  cite  the  1949  and  1954  recessions,  which 
the  country  calmly  converted  into  new 
booms  without  any  meddling  by  the  poli¬ 
ticians. 

All  we  are  saying  here  is  that  experts  here 
in  Washington,  with  its  inflation-breeding 
panaceas,  well  may  be  achieving  nothing  so 
much  as  a  spread  of  the  cyclone-celler  psy¬ 
chology.  Which  is  no  help  at  all. 


BANKERS  OF  THE  NATION  REPORT 
SIZABLE  INCREASE  IN  SAVINGS  IN 
1958 

(Mr.  ALGER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  down  in 
Texas  before  a  cyclone  ever  hits,  a  lot 
of  folks  build  a  cyclone  cellar  to  protect 
them  before  the  cyclone  arrives.  A  lot 
of  folks  put  money  in  the  bank  in  order 
to  have  the  savings  when  they  need  the 


ERIC  JOHNSTON  AND  THE  RECIP¬ 
ROCAL  TRADE  AGREEMENTS  ACT 

(Mr.  BAILEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute.) 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  for  this  time  merely  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  my  colleagues  to  the  fact  that  I 
iave  a  10-minute  special  order  following 
the  close  of  the  legislative  program  for 
thexlay,  in  which  I  shall  devote  most  of 
the  time  to  making  comments  on  some 
remarks  on  Eric  Johnston’s  side  show 
and  his'effort  to  put  across  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  extension,  and  the 
c omm e n t s\ made  regarding  a  group  of 
honest  businessmen  who  have  been  here 
trying  to  getNsome  relief  under  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  expeot  to  devote  my  attention 
during  that  10-ininute  period  to  answer¬ 
ing  the  accusatio\on  behalf  of  the  busi¬ 
nessmen. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  '\Jr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yields 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Is  tlis  gentleman  go¬ 
ing  to  express  his  real'  opinion  on  Eric? 
If  he  is,  some  of  us  will  sta 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Come  aroufifl;  you  will 
not  be  disappointed. 

THE  STRENGTH  OF  THI 
NATIONAL  GUARD 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  find 
was  given  permission  to  address  tf 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  anc 
extend  his  remarks.) 
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other  pui'tjoses,  pursuant  to  House  Reso¬ 
lution  516\jie  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule,  the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  \  on  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordeiCd  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  reading  of  the  engrossed  copy. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  en¬ 
grossed  copy  is  at  the  desk.  Does  the 
gentleman  want  to  have  it  re^d? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempoi<e.  The 

Clerk  will  read  the  engrossed  c<?py  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

question  Is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  thek 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  ayes  appeared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mi1.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  218,  nays  102,  not  voting  109, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  37] 

YEAS— 218 


Addonizio 
Albert 
Alger 
Allen,  Ill. 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Bass.  Tenn. 
Bates 
Beamer 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Bennett,  Pla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Boykin 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Bush 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Canfield 

Carrigg 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 
Coffin 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Curtin 
Dague 
Davis,  Tenn. 
Dellay 
Denton 
Devereux 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Dorn,  N/Y. 
Dorn ,/5.  C. 
Doyt 
Dq/ham 


Eberharter 

Edmondson 

Elliott 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Fisher 

Flood 

Forand 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Gathings 

Gavin 

Glenn 

Granahan 

Green,  Oreg. 

Gregory 

Gubser 

Hagen 

Halleck 

Harden 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison,  Va. 
Harvey 
Hays,  Ohio 
Hebert 
Heselton 
Hess 
Hiestand 
Hill 

Hillings 
Holifield 
Holland 
Holmes , 

Holt 

Holtzjfian 
Hora 
Hqwner 
iddleston 
tull 
'Hyde 
Ikard 
Jackson 
Jarman 
Jennings 
Johnson 
Jones,  Ala. 
Judd 
Karsten 


Kearney 
Keating 
Kee 
Kilday 
King 
Klrwan 
Kitchin 
Landrum 
Lane 
Lankford 
Lesinskl 
Libonati 
Lipscomb 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McFaU 
McGovern 
Mclntire 
McIntosh 
McMillan 
Machrowicz 
Mack,  Ill. 
Mahon 
Mallliard 
Martin 
Matthews 
May 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Miche 

Millgf,  Calif. 
MiJ, 

;chell 
tontoya 
'orano 
Morris 
Moss 
Multer 
Natcher 
Nicholson 
Nimtz 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

O’Neill 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Patman 

Patterson 

Felly 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbin 

Pilcher 

Poage 

Porter 


Preston 
Price 
Prouty 
Quie 
Rabaut 
Reece.  Tenn. 
Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman  s 
Riley 
Roberts 
Robsion,  Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rogers,  Mass. 
Rogers,  Tex, 
Rooney 


Abemethy 
Andersen, 

H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Ashmore 
Avery 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Baumhart 
Belcher 
lentley 
erry 
B^tts 
Bov 
Brov 
Browi 
BroyhiE 
Budge 
Burleson  ’ 
Byrne,  III. 
Byrnes,  WisA 
Cannon 
Cederberg 
Church 
Clevenger 
Coad 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Dowdy 

Everett 

Flynt 

George 

Gray 

Griffin 


,  Ohio 
son 


Abbitt 
Adair 
Alexander 
Allen,  Calif. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 
Barden 
Barini 
Barn 
Bolafid 
Bolton 
onner 
Sosch 

r Brooks,  La. 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Byrd 

Carnahan 

Celler 

Chiperfield 

Christopher 

Clark 

Collier 

Colmer 

Cooley 

Coudert 

Cramer 

Cunningham, 

Nebr. 

Curtis,  Mo. 
Dawson,  Ill. 
Dawson,  Utah 
Delaney 
Dennison 
Dent 

Derounian 


Sadlak 

Santangelo 

Saund 

Saylor 

Scudder 

Seely-Brown 

Selden 

Shelley 

Shuford 

Sisk 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Stauffer 

Steed 

Sullivan 

Teague,  Calif 

Tewes 

Thompson,  N. 

NAYS— 102 

Gross 

Haley 

Harrison,  Nebr. 
Hemphill 
Henderson 
Herlong 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Johansen 
Jonas 
Jones,  Mo. 
Kean 
Kearns 
Kilburn 
Kilgore 
Knox 
Laird 
LeCompte 
Loser 
IcCulloch 
fcGregor 
^fey 
Maedonald 
Mack,  Wash. 
Marshall 
Mason 
Meader 
Miller,  Mi 
Miller,  Nebi 
Minshall 
Mumma. 
Murray, 

Neal 

NOT  VOTING- 

Dies 
iggs 
ollinger 
Dwyer 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Fino 
Fogarty 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gordon 
Grant 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffiths 
Gwinn 
Hale 
Haskell 
Hays,  Ark. 
Healey 
James 
Kelly,  N,  Y. 
Keogh 
Kluczynskl 
Knutson 
Krueger 
Lafore 
Latham 
Lennon 
McDonough 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Miller,  N.  Y. 
Moore 
Morgan 
Morrison 


Thompson,  Tex. 
Thomson,  Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Udall 
Ullman 
Utt 
Vanik 
Van  Zandt 
Vinson 
Westland 
WidnaU. 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson,  Calif. 
Withrow 
Young 
Younger 
J.Zablocki 


Norblad 

Norrell 

O’Konski 

Pillion 

Poff 

Polk 

Rees,  Kans. 
Robison,  N.  Y. 
Rutherford 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schwengel 
Scott,  N.  C. 
Scrivner 
Sheehan 
Sikes 
Silar 

Simpson,  Ill., 
Smith,  Kan§ 
Springer 
Taber 
Talle 
Thoma 
Van  Pelt 
Vursfell 
Watts 
fe  aver 
ifharton 
r  Whitener 
Whitten 
Wier 

Williams,  Miss. 
Williams,  N.  Y. 
SWinstead 
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Moulder 
O’Brien,  Ill. 
O’Hara.'Jll. 
Passmain 
Powell 
Radwan 
Rains 
Ray 
Reed 
Reuss 
Rivers 

Robeson,  Va. 
Roosevelt 
St.  George 
Scott,  Pa. 
Sheppard 
Siemlnski 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Smith,  Va. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Taylor 
Teague,  Tex. 
Teller 

Thompson,  La. 

Tollefson 

Tuck 

Vorys 

Wainwright 

Walter 

Willis 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Wolverton 

Wright 

Yates 

Zelenko 


Mr.  Miller  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Lafore. 

Mr.  Haskell  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 
Mrs.  St.  George  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Sheppard  with  Mr.  Dennison. 

Mr.  Engel  with  Mr.  Coudert. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Chiperfielg 
Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Lennon. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Alexandg 
Mr.  Dollinger  with  Mr.  Abbi, 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Radwa 
Mr.  O’Brien  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Collier. 

Mr.  Yates  of  Illinois  vith  Mr.  Robeson  of 
Virginia. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mi/  Cunningham  of  Ne¬ 
braska. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Ray. 

Mr.  Teller  with  Mr.  Colmer. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Tuck. 

Mr.  Allen  of  ^California  with  Mr.  Krueger. 
Mr.  Derouqian  with  Mr.  Reed  of  New  York. 
Mr.  Delaney  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri. 
Mrs.  Kerfy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Vorys. 

Mr.  Fajfion  with  Mr.  Gwinn. 

Mr.  Hluczynski  with  Mr.  Dies. 

Mr,  Walter  with  Mr.  Reuss. 

Mr.  Healey  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia. 
jMr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Grant. 

/Mr.  Green  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  Daw- 
/son  of  Utah. 

/  Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Barrett  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr., Carnahan  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Byrd  with  Mr.  Hale. 

Mr.  Morrison  with  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

^  Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Wainwright. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Wil¬ 
son  of  Indiana. 

Mr.  AVERY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa  changed 
his  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  doors  were  opened. 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  McDonough  with  Mr.  James. 

Mr.  Garmatz  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Arends  with  Mr.  Bosch. 

Mr.  Wolverton  with  Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Moore  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mi’. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  Members  may  have  5  legislative  days 
\m  which  to  revise  and  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

fhe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California? 

TheiC  was  no  objection. 

_ 

PEACE  PROPAGANDA  THROUGH 
\  SPORTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from\Massachusetts  [Mrs. 
Rogers!  is  recognized  for  10  minutes. 

(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  was  very  glad  tdwote  for  the 
Olympic  games  bill  when  i\  came  up 
under  suspension  of  the  rules,  and  I  was 
very  glad  to  vote  for  it  today,  i  tried  to 
secure  interest  in  the  bill  by  talking  to 
as  many  Members  as  I  could  aboqt  it. 
We  do  not  do  enough  to  create  the 
knowledge  abroad  amongst  those  people, 
particularly  those  living  in  Russia,  that, 
we  are  not  warmongers,  that  we  are  in- 
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terested  in  peaceful  pursuits.  I  think 
there\is  no  finer  way  of  showing  the? 
people  \f  all  countries  how  we  act  and  ; 
how  we  feel  in  this  peace-loving  and  free  ; 
Nation  than  by  having  them  come  to  our 
country  and  participate  in  the  great  ( 
American  sports  in  rivalry,  if  you  will, 
or  in  competiti’6p,  with  the  sportsmen  and 
women  of  other,  countries  of  the  world.1 
I  am  delighted  tha.t  the  bill  passed.  The 
gracious,  friendly,  beautiful  Cali- 
fornia  will  be  wonderful  hosts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  we  could  have  more  : 
of  what  I  call  peace  propaganda  in  a  cold  | 
and  a  very  unpleasant  war.  I  ask  that-; 
this  be  inserted  just  after  passage  of 
the  Olympic  games  bill. 


ELECTION  TO  COMMIT 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
privileged  resolution  and  ask  for 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows/ 

House  Resolution  518 

Resolved,  That  Jack  Westland,  of  Wash-  A 
Ington,  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  elected  a  mem- j 
ber  of  the  standing  Committee  of  the  Housed 
of  Representatives  on  Government  Opera-  £ 
tions. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

DO  NOT  INCREASE  FEDERAL  SHARE 

OF  MATCHED  GRANTS  FOR  HIGH¬ 
WAYS  FROM  50-50  TO  70-30 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  increase  in  the  Federal 
share  of  matched  grants  for  highway  aid 
provided  for  in  the  Senate  but  not  in  the 
House  bill,  is  unfair  to  certain  sections  of 
the  country  and  should  be  opposed  by  the 
House. 

Matched  grants  on  a  50-50  basis  has 
been  the  rule  for  many  years  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  ABC  highways;  namely,  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  high¬ 
ways.  Appropriations  have  been  appor¬ 
tioned  between  these  three  groups  at  45 
percent,  30  percent,  and  25  percent,  rer 
spectively,  and  the  formula  for  distribu¬ 
tion  has  been  based  in  general  one-third 
on  population,  one-third  on  area,  and 
one-third  on  road  mileage. 

The  bill  Recently  passed  by  the  House,  | 
H.  R.  9821,  continued  this  arrangement 
and  for  the  ABC  highways  and  appropri- 
ated  $900  million  for  1960  and  $925  mil- ' 
lion  for  1961. 

The  Senate  has  made  substantially 
this  same  provision  except  that  it  re¬ 
duced  the  $925  million  appropriation  for 
1961  to  $900  million. 

But  the  Senate  has  added  a  special  ad¬ 
ditional  $400  million  for  the  ABC  roads 
for  fiscal  1959.  This  new  money  will  still 
be  apportioned  as  above,  45  percent  to 
primary,  30  percent  to  secondary,  25  per¬ 
cent  to  urban,  except  that  100  percent 
transferability  is  permitted.  And  for 
this  new  money,  the  matching  grant 
basis  will  be  70  percent  Federal,  30  per¬ 
cent  State. 

The  President  recommended  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  ABC  program  on  the  usual 
basis. 


It  is  well  known  that  the  Federal 
grant-in-aid  system  has  the  ..effect  of 
taking  tax  money  paid  by  the  citizens  of 
the  various  States  and  redistributing  it 
on  a  different  basis  from  that  on  which 
the  Federal  Government  received  it  from 
the  States.  This  redistribution  is  often 
justifiable  when  the  object  for  which  the 
money  is  granted  is  one  of  truly  national 
interest.  It  is  unfair  to  some  States 
when  the  moneys  is  applied  to  more  local 
objectives. 

With  unlimited  transferability,  this 
new  $400  million  can  be  applied  by  some 
States  largely  to  secondary  roads,  of 
which  farm-to-market  roads  are  a  part. 
While  sectional  interest  should  not  be 
overemphasized,  the  taxpayers  of  the 
more  thickly  populated  States  should  not 
be  asked  to  contribute  indirectly  on  a 
basis  of  70  percent  Federal  grants  for 
this  type  of  aid  for  highways  of  pre¬ 
dominantly  local  interest. 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 


AIRPLANE  ACCIDENTS 

(Mrk  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad¬ 
dress  the\House  for  1  minute  And.  to 
revise  and  extend  her  remarks  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  holdvin  my  hand  a  copy  of 
the  Washington  Post.  The  headline  is 
“Eighteen  Die  as  Air  F6rce  Giants  Col¬ 
lide — All  in  Both  Planes  Die.” 

On  the  same  front  p|ige  the  headlines 
read  “Plane  Carrying  46  Circles  Airport 
2  Hours  With  Faulty  landing  Gear.” 
This  plane  was  making  its  flight  from 
Buenos  Aires,  Argentina,  to.  New  York. 
It  was  obliged  to  land  at  tlite  National 
Airport  iri  Washington.  Fortunately 
there  wefe  no  casualties. 

I  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  Speak¬ 
er  of  the  House  appoint  a  special  com¬ 
mittee  to  study  the  reasons  for  all\of 
these  airplane  accidents,  both  civilian 
^nd  military.  Something  is  radically'1 
wrong.  It  may  be  sabotage  and,  of 
course,  that  certainly  should  be  investi¬ 
gated.  It  may  be  faulty  equipment  or 
faulty  policing  or  faulty  preparations  for 
making  planes  ready  for  flight.  What¬ 
ever  it  is,  we  must  remember  that  human 
life  is  very  precious,  and  if  we  are  going 
to  lose  more  and  more  lives  through  acci¬ 
dents,  particularly  accidents  which  may 
be  preventable,  we  are,  indeed,  in  a  ter¬ 
rible  situation. 

The  newspaper  stories  follow: 

Eighteen  Die  as  Two  Air  Force  Giants  Col¬ 
lide — All  on  Both  Big  Planes  Are  Killed 
Bridgeport,  Tex.,  March  27. — Two  huge  Air 
Force  transport  planes,  a  C-124  Globemaster 
and  a  C-119  Flying  Boxcar,  collided  above 
Bridgeport  late  today  and  plunged  flaming 
to  the  ground,  killing  18  men. 

Both  planes  crashed  on  their  backs,  and 
there  were  no  survivors."  At  12  midnight 
(c.  s.  t.)  the  search  for  bodies  was  stopped 
until  Friday.  Fourteen  of  the  15  bodies  of 
those  aboard  the  Globemaster  had  been 
found  and  the  bodies  of  all  3  men  aboard  the 
C-119  had  been  recovered. 

A  15th  passenger  aboard  the  C-124  was 
missing  and  authorities  said  there  was  no 
doubt  that  he  was  killed. 


Five  of  those  aboard  the  C-124  were  air¬ 
borne  hitchhikers — 2  sailors,  2  Army  men  and  . 
an  Air  Force  man. 

The  C-119  plunged  straight  down  affd 
crashed  100  yards  from  a  farmer  who  .was 
plowing  in  a  field.  He  leaped  from  his/trac¬ 
tor  and  fled  but  then  realized  that7  there 
wasn’t  any  place  to  hide  and  stopped  and 
watched  it  hit. 

The  pilot  of  the  C-124  tried  desperately  to 
pull  up  and  keep  his  craft  aloft,  but  it  also 
crashed,  on  the  lip  of  a  raviijS,  where  it  ex¬ 
ploded  and  burned. 

The  C-119  was  en  route  from  Sheppard  Air 
Force  Base  at  Wichita  Faffs,  Tex.,  to  Carswell 
Air  Force  Base,  near  Ft\  Worth.  The  other 
plane  was  from  Hill  .Air  Force  Base,  Utah, 
en  route  to  Tinker  Air  Force  Base  at  Okla¬ 
homa  City. 

The  planes  crashed  about  2  miles  apart, 
the  nearest  abo/t  a  mile  from  Bridgeport. 

Two  victims'  of  the  crash  were  identified 
later  by  they  Air  Force  at  Ft.  Worth.  They 
were  Capt. /H.  J.  Thomas,  pilot,  and  S.  Sgt. 
C.  T.  Slaggle,  engineer,  both  aboard  the 
C-119.  _/f heir  home  addresses  were  given  as 
Ft.  Wofth. 
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Drawn  to  Scene — Plane  Carrying 
6  Circles  Airport  2  Hours  With  Faulty 
Landing  Gear 

An  international  airliner  with  46  persons 
aboard  circled  National  Airport  for  2  hours 
yesterday  when  the  pilot  feared  his  landing 
gear  was  jammed.  • 

The  DC-6  was  landed  safely  at  6:56  p.  m. 
as  hundreds  of  spectators,  drawn  to  the  field 
by  radio  reports,  watched  anxiously.  Police, 
fire  companies,  crash  equipment,  and  ambu¬ 
lances  were  dispatched  to  the  airport  shortly 
after  Eastern  Airlines  Capt.  J.  B.  Thompson, 
of  Miami,  notified  the  control  tower  an  indi¬ 
cator  showed  trouble  in  the  nose  wheel. 

The  DC-6  took  off  from  the  airport  for  New 
York  at  4:56  p.  m.  It  landed  after  making  a 
low  pass  that  revealed  to  the  tower  and  com¬ 
pany  mechanics  that  the  landing  gear  was 
down. 

The  Braniff  airliner,  operated  by  Eastern 
Airlines  on  the  United  States  leg  of  its  flight 
from  Buenos  Aires,  Argentina,  to  New  York 
City,  had  a  cracked  axle  in  the  nose  wheel’s 
shock  absorber,  Eastern  officials  discovered. 
Another  plane  took  the  passengers  to  New 
York. 

Six  District  fire  battalion  chiefs  were  sent 
to  the  airport.  Park  Police  kept  traffic  mov¬ 
ing  on  George  Washington  Memorial  Park¬ 
way  and  District  Police  kept  the  14th  Street 
and  Memorial  bridges  clear  in  the  event 
emergency  runs  were  necessary.  Hundreds 
Vpf  private  cars  converged  on  the  area. 

Copilot  Wallace  Steinbring,  34,  was  operat¬ 
in'!?  the  plane  when  the  panel  indicator 
flashed  red,  indicating  trouble  with  the  land¬ 
ing  gtear.  Thompson  piloted  the  plane  to  its 
landin'®  after  the  tense  2  hours  of  circling 
and  attempts  to  determine  whether  the  nose 
wheel  wak  dangerously  defective. 

About  half  the  40  passengers  boarded  the 
plane  in  Washington,  Eastern  spokesmen 
said.  Representative  Coudert,  Republican, 
New  York,  was^mong  the  passengers. 

And,  from  their  own  accounts,  the  pas¬ 
sengers  didn’t  show  much  fear.  Fourteen- 
year-old  Anne  Hildt\of  New  York  City,  said, 
“I  wasn’t  scared  untiKjust  before  we  started 
to  land,  when  the  captain  said  all  the  ambu¬ 
lances  and  fire  engines  \ere  waiting  for  us 
down  below.” 


DEMOCRATS  IN  THENSADDLE 

(Mr.  SILER  asked  and  wasvpven  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point.) 

Mr.  SILER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Official 
roster  of  our  United  States  Congress 
shows  that  both  of  its  Houses  are  to^ay 
substantially  and  undeniably  controlled 
by  the  Democrat  Party.  Likewise,  a\ 
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Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

4  Sbgwg-x  4-  -fa-)-  -fbf  Author  iz  a  tion  oh  Arrropria- 

5  tio-n-h. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

6  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  J uly  Fb  1 946  -f80 

7  Stat.  J-a&fr  and:  ah  Aets  amendatory  thereof  and  supple 

8  mcntary  thereto?  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro- 

9  printed-  the  sum  of  ffiOOOyOOOyOOO  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
10  June  JO?  FfidA  and  the  sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
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year  ending  June  30y  4-9G4r  The  stuns 
fee*  each  fiseal  year  sM  be  available  fee  expenditure  as 
fellows-* 


-(A)-  4b  per  eentum  fee  projeets  on  the  Federal  aid 
peimary  highway  system. 

-(E)-  JO  pee  eentum  fee  projects  on  the  Fedceab-aid 
secondary  highway  system. 

-(Of  2b  pee  centum  fee  projects  on  extensions  el  these 
systems  within  urban  aeeasr 

f2f  Apportionments . — The  sums  authorized  by  this 
seetion  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  -4  of  the  F cdcral-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20  494-4  fb8  Stab  838) . 


-j-bf  Availability  foe  Expexpitube. — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  tbis  seetion  shall  be  available 
foe  expenditure  in  that  State  foe  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  foe  which  such  sums  are  authorized^  and  any 
amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
sueb  period  shall  lapse :  k-revkkdj  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  egual  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 


is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Gom- 
mcrce  for  construction,  reconstruct  bug  or  improvement  of 


specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  title  and  prior  Acts: 
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Provided  further-,  That  in  the  ease  of  these  sums  heretofore, 
herehq  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  Slate  for  projects 
on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  systenq  the  Secretary 
ef  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  Statey  diseharge 
his  responsibility  relative  tn  the  plans,  specifications,  esti¬ 
mate  surveys^  contract  awards,-  design,  inspection,  and  een- 
struetion  ef  such  secondary  read  projects  by  his  receiving 
and  approving  a  eertified  statement  by  the  State  highway 
department  setting  forth  that  the  plans7  design,-  and  construc¬ 
tion  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  sueh  State  applicable  to  projects  hr  this  cate¬ 
gory  approved  by  him :  Provided  further ,  That  sueh  ap¬ 
proval  shah  not  be  given  unless  sueh  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  hr  sec¬ 
tion  4-  -fb)-  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Aet  of  1050  : 
■And  provided  further,  That  nothing  eontahred  hr  the  fore¬ 
going  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its 
obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  maintenaneey 
nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation 
with  respeet  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the 
location  of  projects  thcreoip  to  mate  a  final  inspection  after 
construction  of  each  p reject y  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construe! ion  of 
each  projeetr  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary  or  urban 
funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by 
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tien  ef  tfee  formal  project  agreement  shah  fee 
te  the  same  ektss  el  funds7  primary,’  secondary,  er  urbarp 
previously  apportioned  te  the  8late  and  fee  immediately 
available  fen  expenditure. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 

AND  TRAILS 

8eOt  2t  -faf  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — 
Ter  tfee  purpose  ef  earrying  out  tfee  provisions  ef  seetion  23 
ef  tfee  -Federal  Highway  Aet  ef  -14)21  -{42  Stab-  218) ,  as 
amended  and  supplement  cd7  there  is  hereby  authorised  te 
fee  appropriated  -(4)-  fen  fenest  highways  the  sum  ef  $33-,- 
0007000  fen  the  hseal  yean  ending  June  34b  '-1060;  and  a 
like  sum  fen  the  hseal  yean  ending  June  30;  4061 ;  and 
-f2f  fen  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  ef 
$28,500,000  fen  the  hseal  yean  ending  June  30;  44)60,  and 
a  like  sum  fen  the  hseal  yean  ending  June  34b  1961: 
Provided,  -That  with  respect  te  any  proposed  construction 
an  reconstruction  ef  a  timber  access  read;  advisory  public 
hearings  shall  fee  held  at  a  place  convenient  er  adjacent  te 
the  area  ef  construction  er  reconstruction  with  netiee  and 


reasonable  opportunity  fen 


persons  te  present  their 


views  as  te  the  practicability  and  feasibility  ef  such  con¬ 
struction  er  reconstruction :  Provided  further,-  That  hereafter 
funds  available  fen  forest  highways  and  forest  development 
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roads  and  trade  shah  also  do  available  for 


parking-  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water-,-  and  fire  eontrol 
facilities-?  And  -provided  -further $  Fhat  the 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  shad  he 
hy  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expen ddnre  in  the  several 
States,  -Alaska?  and  Puerto  Pico  in  aeeordanee  whh  the 
provisions  of  section  0  of  the  -Federal-Aid  Highway  Aet 
of  1050. 


ROADS  AN©  TRAILS  IN  NAH 


PARRS,  AN©  SO  FORTH 


Shot  dr  -faf  National  -Parks  ?  an©  so  -Forth- — For 
the  construction?  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads 
and  trails,-  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges?  in  national  parks? 
monuments?  and  other  areas  administered  hy  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  he  established  as 
national  parks  and  monuments?  and  national  park  and  monu¬ 
ment  approach  roads  authorized  hy  the  Act  of  J amtary  dP? 
-1-034  -(46  Stah  1053) .  as  amended?  there  is  hereby  anthem 
ized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiseal 
year  ending  June  dO?  1960,  and  a  hke  som  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  00?  1961- 

-fhf  Parkways? — For  the  construction?  reconstruction? 
and  improvement  of  park-ways,  authorized  hy  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  m  the  United  States? 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
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$-l-6yOOOyOOO  In?  Ike  fiscal  yea?  ending  June  JOy  1-000,  and 
a  like  sunt  fin  the  fiscal  yea?  ending  June  30y  -196-lr 

-(e)-  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — Fur  Ike 
cnnslruetiony  improvement,  and  maintenance  ei  Indian  reser¬ 
vation  roads  and  bridges  and  mads  and  bridges  In  provide 
aceess  In  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  nude?  Ike 
provisions  of  Ike  Act  appraved  filay  26y  -1028  -(45  Stat. 
7-50) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  In  be  appropriated  Ike  sum 
nl  $12,000,000  for  Ike  fiseal  yea?  ending  Jnne  JOy  -I960,-  and 
a  like  sum  fin  the  fiseal  yea?  ending  Jnne  30y  1961--:  Pro¬ 
vided;  -That  Ike  loeationy  type  and  design  el  all  ?nads  and 
bridges  constructed  shall  he  approved  by  Ike  Secretary  el 

all  such  eanstructian  shall  he  under  Ike  general 
nl  Ike  Secretary  nl  (■ouimcree. 

lu-HEic  lands  highways 
Shot  4t  For  Ike  purpose  nl  carrying  nut  Ike 
nl  section  10  nl  Ike  -Federal-Aid  Highway  Aet  nl  1950 


-(64  Stair  -785)  7  there  is  hereby  antknrized  In  be 
priated  In?  the  survey,  ennstructiony  reconstructioiiy  and 
maintenance  nl  main  reads  thmugh  unappropriated  nr  unre¬ 
served  public  landsy  nentaxablc  Indian  lands,  nr  ether  Fed¬ 
eral  reservatinns  Ike  sum  nl  $2y000,000  In?  Ike  fiseal  year 
ending  June  J0y  1960y  and  a  like  sum  In?  Ike  fiseal  year 
ending  June  30y  1961. 
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SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOB  FEDERAL-  DOMAIN  ROADS,  AND 

SO  FORTH 

SeOt  tb  Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  high- 
wa}-s,  forest  development  roads  and  trails?  park-  roads  and 
trails,-  park-ways,  Indian  roads?  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  he  available  for  eontraet  upon  apportionment?  or  a  date 
not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  re¬ 
quired-  Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining 
two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
ized  shall  lapse,  kbe  Secretary  of  the  department  charged 
with  the  administration  of  suek  funds  is  hereby  granted  au¬ 
thority  to  incur  obligations?  approve  projects?  and  enter  into 
contracts  under  such  authorizations?  and  his  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  -Federal 


Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof?  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so  obb- 
gatedr  Any  funds  beretoh-iceT  herein,  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways?  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,-  park  roads  and  trails?  parkways,  -Indian 
roads?  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  author¬ 
ized  for  such  fiseai  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  sinee  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30?  1955,  shall  have 
been  obligated:  Any  of  sueh  funds  released  by  payment  of 
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thud  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization  shah 
he  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and 

OF  TH-JF  AFE  EO  OTHER.  A6TF;  EFFECTIVE 
DATE 


Seot  th  All 


of  the  Federal  Aid  -Road  Ant 


approved  dady  4-47  4414th  together  with  all  A-ets 
thereof  or  supplementary  t hereby  not  inconsistent  with  this 

A  r*t  oil  O  1 1  voiii  o  i  TV  in  f  1 1 1 1  |-/iyoo  o  n  rl  IT  (\  /  .  f  oii/l  |io  o  -iyivl  1  111 

1  a L  l  ?  ol  1  cl  11  1 I  I 1  Rtill  TTT  Tttll  Itll XDXj  ttTrtt  tbiHJ t  t  trxxtt  Uvb  tl  IJT-M.lt  M  LMU 

hereto-.-  Ah  Aets  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Ant  are  hereby  repealed-,  hhis 
Ant  shall  take  effect  on  the  date  of  enaetmcntT 

EEORT  -EIEEE 

SeFt  A  hhis  Ant  may  he  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway 
Aet  of  1958-. 


SEC.  1.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Food  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $900,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum 
of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 
The  sums  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 
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(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal - 
aid  secondary  highway  system. 

( C )  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. —-The  sums  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — Any  sums 
apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  that'  State  for  two  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and 
any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  such  period,  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to 
the  State  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improve¬ 
ments  of  specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  Act  and 
prior  Acts:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums 
heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for 
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projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State, 
discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspec¬ 
tion,  and  construction  of  such  secondary  road  projects  by 
his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the 
State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 
design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with 
the  standards  and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him:  Provided  further, 
That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards 
and  procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set 
forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950:  And  provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the 
foregoing  provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any  State 
of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to  mainte¬ 
nance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obli¬ 
gation  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system 
or  tlie  location  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection 
after  construction  of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of  construction 
of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  or 
urban  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher 
or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be 
credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


11 


urban,  'previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immedi¬ 
ately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Additional  Authorization  of  Ap¬ 
propriation  of  Federal-Aid  Primary,  Secondary, 
and  Urban  Funds. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  $400,000,- 
000  in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  authorized  for  such 
fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  apportioned: 
(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  F ederal-aid  primary 
highway  system,  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  (C )  25  per  centum 
for  projects  on  extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas 
among  the  several  States  immediately  upon  enactment  of 
this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  The  amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  pur¬ 
suant  to  contracts  awarded  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  which  shall  provide  for 
completion  of  construction  prior  to  December  1,  1959,  sub- 
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ject  to  delays  caused  by  circumstances  and  conditions  beyond 
the  control  of,  and  without  the  fault  of  any  contractor  on  such 
contracts,  and  delays  created  by  acts  of  God.  Any  amounts 
apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of  this  section  re¬ 
maining  unexpended  as  above  provided  on  December  1, 1958, 
shall  lapse. 

(c)  The  sums  apportioned  under  this  section  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  for  projects  on  the  primary  or 
secondary  Federal-aid  systems,  including  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas,  without  limitation  as  to  the 
percentage  to  be  utilized  on  any  system. 

(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  proj¬ 
ect  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  increased  to  70  per  centum  of  the 
total  cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the 
total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 
30  per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the 
area  of  such  lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided, 
That  such  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in  any  State 
shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  of  such 
project. 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriation  for  In¬ 
creasing  Federal  Share. — For  the  purpose  of  assisting 
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any  State  in  meeting  the  requirements  for  State  funds  to 
match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $ 115,000,000 ,  which  sum  may  be  used 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any  State 
to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  the  amount  of  such 
increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of 
the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 

(f)  Reimbursement . — The  total  amount  of  such  in¬ 
creases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are  made  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (e)  above,  shall  be  reimbursed  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  by  making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts 
expended  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and  exten¬ 
sions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas  in  two  equal  amounts 
from  the  amounts  available  to  siwh  State  for  expenditure  on 
such  highways  under  any  apportionment  of  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30, 1961  and  June  30, 1962. 

(g)  Contract  Authority. — Approval  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on  account  of  which  the 
Federal  share  is  increased  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec - 
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tion  shall  he  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  'payment  of  such  increase  in  the  Federal 
share ,  and  such  funds  shall  he  deemed  to  have  been  expended 
when  so  obligated. 

(h)  It  is  hereby  declared,  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  sum  authorized,  under  this  section  shall  be 
supplementary  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  hereto¬ 
fore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  or  secondary  systems,  including  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas,  and  is  made  available  for 
the  purpose  of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of  highway 
construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 
with  funds  otherwise  authorized. 

SEC.  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT 
ROADS  AND  TRAILS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  additional  sum  of 
$ 10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and 
the  siim  of  $36,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the  additional  sum  of  $13,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and,  the  sum. 
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1  of  $34,000,000  for  each  of  the  focal  years  ending  June  30, 

2  1960,  and  June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That,  with  respect  to 

3  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber 

4  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a  place 

5  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruc- 

6  tion  with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested 

7  persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the  practicability  and 

8  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction:  Provided 

9  further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  highways 

10  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  avail- 

11  able  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 

12  water,  and  fire  control  facilities:  Provided  further,  That  the 

13  same  percentage  of  the  amounts  authorized  under  this  sub- 

14  section  for  forest  highwai/s  for  each  of  the  focal  years  ending 
I**  June  30,  1959,  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be 
16  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  or  Puerto 
1^  Pico  as  was  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 
1®  Alaska,  or  Puerto  Pico  from  funds  authorized  under  this 
16  subsection  for  forest  highways  for  the  focal  year  ending  June 

20  30,  1958:  And  provided  further,  That  any  State  may  trans- 

21  jer  not  f0  exceey  f}ie  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the 

22  amounts  apportioned  to  such  State  under  section  1  hereof  to 
26  augment  any  apportionment  made  to  such  State  for  the  con- 

24  struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of  forest  highways 

25  pursuant  to  this  section;  and,  when  so  transferred,  such  sums 


16 


1  may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  as  funds  authorized  by 

2  this  section  for  such  purposes. 

3  (b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with 

4  the  appropriate  officers  of  each  State  containing  a  national 

5  forest,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Territory 

6  of  Alaska,  shall  make  a  study  to  determine — 

7  (1)  the  forest  roads  of  primary  importance  to  a 

8  State,  county,  or  community  which  are  within,  adjoin- 

9  ing,  or  adjacent  to  a  national  forest  arid  have  not  been 

10  designated  as  forest  highways; 

11  (2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  construc¬ 
ts  tion  of  all  forest  highways; 

13  (3)  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year 

14  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  for  each  of  the  nine  suc- 

15  ceeding  fiscal  years  to  survey,  construct,  reconstruct, 

16  and  maintain  (A)  forest  highways,  and  ( B )  roads 

17  described  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  such 

18  roads  were  forest  highways;  and 

19  (4)  the  method  by  which  the  amounts  determined 

20  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  should  be 

21  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States, 

22  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

23  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the  results  of  such 

24  study  to  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before 

25  January  1,  1960. 
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SEC.  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  Parks ,  etc— For  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other 

areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including 

\ 

areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and 
monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con¬ 
gress,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  pro¬ 
vide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat. 
750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1960, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


18 


and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961: 
Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and,  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved,  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and, 
all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

SEC.  5.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS. 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section 
10  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  ( 64  Stat.  785) , 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey, 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads 
through  unappropriated,  or  unreserved,  public  lands,  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $ 2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  and  the  sum  of  $4,000 ,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961. 

SEC.  6.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS, 
ETC. 

Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways,  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  park¬ 
ways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be 
available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  d.ate  not 
earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  authorized,  if  no  apportionment  is  required: 
Provided,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two 
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years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged  with 
the  administration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted,  authority 
to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and,  enter  in,  con¬ 
tracts  under  such  authorizations,  and,  his  action  in  doing  so 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof,  and  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways, 
Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums 
authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  a,nd  previous  fiscal  years  since 
and,  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  pay¬ 
ment  of  final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization 
shall  be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations 
and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations 
for  Interstate  System. — Section,  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the 
purpose  of  expediting  the  construction ,  reconstruction,  or  im- 
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provement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the 
Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  through  urban 
areas,  designated  in  accordance  loith  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized,  to  be  appropriated,  the  additional 
sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1957,  ivhich  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorization 
heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1962,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965,  the  additional  sum  of  $ 2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  additional  sum  of  $1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1968,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $1,025,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1969.” 

(b)  Apportionments. — Any  portion  of  this  additional 
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sum  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  eliding  June  30, 
1959,  that  has  not  been  apportioned  heretofore  shall  be 
apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act. 

SEC.  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING 
THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System 
in  each  State,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  7, 
1958,  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956 
(70  Stat.  374),  and  published  as  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  300,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby 
approved  as  the  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  of  the 
funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30, 1960. 

Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Funds  for  Fiscal  Years  1959  and  1960. — Notwith¬ 
standing  the  provisions  of  section  209  (g)  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  June  29, 1956  (70  Stat.  374),  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  all  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  and  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
highway  systems,  including  extensions  thereof  within  urban 
areas. 


Sec.  10.  The  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of 
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section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved  November 
9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “plus  the  United 
States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  materials  which 
have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or 
reconstruction  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and  specifications'’ . 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  111  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Availability  of  Federal  Funds  for  Reim¬ 
bursement  to  States. — Subject  to  the  conditions  contained 
in  this  section,  whenever  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation  of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of  a 
project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary  systems  or 
on  the  Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  within 
urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the 
State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds 
are  expended  on  the  project:  Provided,  That  Federal  funds 
shall  not  be  apportioned  to  the  States  under  this  section  when 
the  payment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or 
violates  a  legal  contract  between  the  utility  and  the  State:: 
Provided,  further,  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  made 
only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  him  shall  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Secretary  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State 
has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds.” 
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(b)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  Federal- 
aid  highway  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  for  work, 
including  relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70 
Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renumbering  section  122  as  sec¬ 
tion  123  and  inserting  a  new  section  122,  as  follows: 

“SEC.  122.  AREAS  ADJACENT  TO  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

“(a)  National  Policy. — To  promote  the  safety,  con¬ 
venience,  and  enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of 
interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways, 
it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  improve 
areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  dis¬ 
plays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the  erection  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices 
within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of- 
way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions 
of  the  Interstate  System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right- 
of-way,  the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to 
July  1,  1956,  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  national 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary, 
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which  shall  include  only  the  following  four  types  of  signs,  and 
no  signs  advertising  illegal  activities: 

“(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that 
are  required  or  authorized  by  law. 

“(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property 
upon  which  they  are  located. 

“  ( 3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authoriza¬ 
tion  or  permitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  ivith 
the  national  policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising 
activities  being  conducted  at  a  location  within  twelve  miles  of 
the  point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  author¬ 
ization  in  State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  arid  designed  to  give 
information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements. — The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  ( including  such  supplementary  agreements  as  may 
be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy  set  forth  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  Interstate 
System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  include 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  adver¬ 
tising  devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (a)  and  may  include,  among 
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1  other  things,  'provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 

2  prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  develop- 

3  ment  of  viewpoints  for  scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible 

4  to  the  public  without  charge,  and  the  erection  of  markers, 

5  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas  in  appreciation 

6  of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Upon  application  of  the 

7  State,  any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  discretion  of  the 

8  Secretary  of  Commerce,  consistent  with  the  national  policy, 

9  provide  for  excluding  from  application  of  the  national  stand- 

10  ards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System  which  traverse  incor- 

11  porated  municipalities  wherein  the  use  of  real  property 

12  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal  regu- 

13  lation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other  areas  where  the  land 
use  is  clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commer- 

15  cial:  Provided,  however,  That  any  such  segment  excluded, 

16  from  the  application  of  such  standards  shall  not  be  considered, 
11  in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
1®  account  thereof. 

1^  “(c)  Federal  Share. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions 

29  of  section  2  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 

21  Stat.  838),  if  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has 

22  been  entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July  1,  1961, 
22  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 

24  Interstate  System  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds 

25  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this  Act,  to 
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4  which  the  national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  he 

2  increased  by  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 

3  thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost  that  may  he  in- 

4  curred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agreement:  Provided,  That 

5  the  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder 
q  shall  he  paid  only  from  appropriations  from  moneys  in  the 
rj  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such  appropria- 
g  tions  are  hereby  authorized. 

g  “(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System 
4Q  is  located  upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reserva- 
44  tions  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
49  make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into  such  agreements 
42  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reser- 

14  rations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 

15  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any  such 

16  agency  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully 

17  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

18  “(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or 

19  condemnation  the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising 

20  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the 

21  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of  implementing  this  sec- 

22  tion,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a 

23  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and  Federal 

24  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
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cost:  Provided,  That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which 
does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way 
for  such  project .” 

Sec.  13.  Section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  is  amended  by  inserting  therein,  immediately 
before  the  colon  preceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon  and  the 
following:  “ and  any  State  highway  department  which  sub¬ 
mits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System  project  shall  certify  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had  public 
hearings  at  a  convenient  location,  or  has  afforded  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  persons 
in  rural  areas  through  or  by  whose  property  the  highway 
will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may  have  to  the 
proposed  location  of  such  highway 

SEC.  14.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS:  EFFEC¬ 
TIVE  DATE. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road,  Act  approved, 
July  11,  1916,  together  with  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
or  supplementary  thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  applicable  hereto. 
All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 
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1  SEC.  15.  SHORT  TITLE. 

2  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid  Highway 

3  Act  of  1958”. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  approved  June 
29,  1956,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  13,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  March  27,  1958. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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16.  TEXTILES.  Sen.  Johnston  blamed  current  conditions  in  the  textile  industry  to 
"tire  flood  of  textiles  from  Japan,"  and  urged  the  Administration  to  provide/ 
aid  for  the  textile  industry,  pp.  5167-68 

-HOUSE- 


17. 


D 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  J.  Res.  588,  to/allow 
Federal  ^agencies  to  purchase  up  to  507.  of  the  materials  and  supplies  budgeted 
in  their  1959  estimates,  in  order  to  accelerate  expenditures,  pp.  5183-5 
Continued  debate  on  H,  R.  10589,  the  general  government  matters  Appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1959  (pp.  5199-5204).  Adopted  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gross  to 
forbid  the  use  of  any  Federal  funds  for  "publicity  of  propaganda/purposes 
designed  to  support  or  defeat  legislation  pending  before  Congress'.'  (p.  5204)  . 

6 £ r ,t- i £ g  v R,  11645,  the  Labor-HEW  appropriation  bill/  (see  Digest  50) 

the  committee  made^  comment s  as  follows: 

Mexican  farm  labor,  "...last  year  it  was  obvious  from  fhe  debate  that  a 
great  many  Members  felt  that  if  the  program  were  continued  at  all  it  should  be' 
fully  paid  for  by  t ho sfe  growers  who  receive  the  benefits /6f  the  program.  ... 
While  logical  argument s.  can  be  made  for  the  growers  bearing  the  entire  cost 
of  this  program  through  ''the  revolving  fund  into  whicty  their  fees  are  paid,  it 
appears  to  the  Committee  \hat  the  activity  for  securing  compliance  with  con¬ 
tract  provisions  should  not,  be  so  financed.  To  do/so,  would  be  placing  the 
employees  who  are  policing  the  program  in  the  position  of  being  dependent, 
upon  fees  paid  by  those  bein^K policed,  for  their/salaries. " 


18.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Received  the  conference  report/on  S.  497,  the  rivers  and 

harbors  and  flood  control  bill  (H^  Rept.  1^83) .  pp.  5185-99 

19.  RETIREMENT.  Passed  with  amendment  S\  72, /'to  increase  the  annuities  of  certain 

Civil  Service  annuitants,  after  substituting  the  language  of  H.  R.  607,  which 
had  been  passed  with  an  amendment  (pp/.  5204-23) .  Accepted  Rep.  Murray’s 
amendment  to  extend  the  date  for  an  option  of  choice  to  Jan.  1,  1959,  in- 

axtd  accepted  the  Committee  amendments 
•  ®  by  Re£.  Broyhill,  to  insert  the  Senate- 
1216-18)  and  to  remove  the  total  $4,104 
and  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Hyde  to  remove  the 


stead  of  Jan.  1,  1958  (p.  5220), 
(p.  5222).  Rejected  two  amendmer 
approved  language  of  S.  72  (pp. 
annuity  limitation  (pp.  5218-1) 


$1,200  limitation  on  earned  income  (pp.  5220-22). 

0.  LIFE  INSURANCE.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1740,  to  authorize  the  payment  from  the 
Employer's  Life  Insuranc^Fund  of  expenses  incurred  by  CSC  in  assuming  and 
maintaining  the  assets  /nd  liabilities  of  certain  beneficial  associations, 
pp.  5223-5 


21.  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R\  11424,  to  extend 

until  1961  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  extend  special  livestock  loans, 
p.  D280 


22.  WATERSHEDS, 
respective 


The  Agriculture  Committee  approved  "a  watershedNoroiect  in  the 
^ates  of  New  Mexico,  New  York,  Wisconsin,  and  Oklahoma."  p.  D280 


23.  ROADS.  Rep.  Davis  was  appointed  to  take  the  place  of  Rep.  Jones,  Ala.,  as  a 
conferee  on  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authorization  bill.  p.  5183 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Lesinski  discussed  the  relative  importance  of 
trade  in  his  constituency,  and  concluded  that  "the  facts  show  that 
tvade  programs  benefit  all."  pp.  5225-6 


^reign 

reign 


FEDERAL  AID.  Rep.  Keating  criticized  certain  States  for  failing  to  use  st 
granted  them  by  the  Federal  Government  while  asking  for  more  money  to 
unemployment  problems.  pp.  5227-8 


-  4  - 


26V  REPORTS.  Received  from  the  Justice  Department  a  report  of  their  artivitJL©* 
V for  fiscal  year  1957.  p.  5244 

27.  ACCOUNTING.  Received  a  Calif.  Legislature  memorial  on  "Federal  accountii 
practices."  p.  5245 


28. 


30. 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


EXPENDITURES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Alger  inserting  his  weekly  news¬ 
letter  comrhenting  on  the  amounts  appropriated  recently  by  Congress  and  stating, 
"the  economyXdrive  is  long  forgotten."  p.  A3022 


29.  BUILDINGS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Bass  inserting  an  editorial, 

"Eisenhower  Leaser  Purchase  Gets  Ax  It  Has  Deserved,"  and  stating  that  "It  is 
my  opinion  that  this  article  clearly  points  out  the  disadvantages  and  failure 


of  the  lease-purchafce  program."  pp.  A3022-3 


FOREIGN  AID.  Extension\of  remarks  of  Sen.  Robertson  inserting  an  article  cora£ 
menting  on  the  proposal 'of  Sen.  Monroney,  to  financd  foreign  economic  aid 
through  the  Intemational\Development  Ass'n  rathe?/  than  by  Government  appro-  ( 
priations.  p.  A3023  N  ' 


point! 


>erger  inserting  a  letter  to 
e  correctly,  that  Government 
the  farms  in  the  country." 


31.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  re? 
the  editor  and  stating  that  " 
subsidies  do  not  reach  three- 
pp.  A3026-7 

Rep.  Goss  inserted  an  editorial 
measure  to  freeze  price  supports  ai 
Rep.  Cunningham  inserted  R.  K.  B1 3 
College,  radio  talk,  "Our  Changing  Agriculture."  pp.  A3031-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  0  '^/onski  criticizing  the  veto  of  the  freeze 
measure  and  stating,  "The  hucksters  who  inspired  this  veto  will  be  noted  for 
urging  billions  for  people  all  Over  the  world,  but  would  not  spend  $15  million 
to  increase  income  for  dairy  farmers  by  $250  \illion."  p.  A3055 


the  President  to  approve  the 
freage  allotments,  p.  A3030 

Extension  Service,  Iowa  State 


32.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  oiy remarks  of  Rep.  Boggs  inserting  an  article  re¬ 
viewing  the  various  provisions  of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act.  pp.  A3044-5 


33.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Mason  stating  that  "25  years 

ago  the  greatest  ‘milking-machine’  in  the  history  of  the  Nation  was  set  up-- 
the  Tennessee  Valley/Authority ,"  and  inserting  an  editorial  on  this  subject. 
dd.  A3057-8  /  \ 


the  Tenne 
pp.  A3057-8 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


34. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  S.  3577,  by  Sen.  Hill  (for  himself  and  Sen,  Scott,  and 
H.  R.  11791,/ by  Rep.  Metcalf,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
provide  va/ied  commodities  to  schools  and  institutions  and  for  needy  persons 
and  families  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  diversion  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  and  Agriculture  Committee. 
Remarks  of  Sen.  Hill.  pp.  5096-7.  Remarks  of  Rep.  Metcalf,  pp.  5220^7 


35. 


APPROPRIATIONS.  S.  3578,  by  Sen.  Mansfield,  to  prohibit  the  withholding 
joundment  of  appropriations;  to  Government  Operations  Committee. 


House  of  Representatives 


The  blouse  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  Francis  Czerniawski,  of  Cohoes, 
N.  Y„  offend  the  following  prayer: 

Our  God 'and  Father,  Almighty  Cre¬ 
ator  of  the  universe,  who  endowed  all 
peoples  with  love  of  their  countries  and 
freedom,  help  uk  to  understand,  on  the 
40th  anniversary \>f  Byelorussian  inde¬ 
pendence,  that  onlyvfreedom  under  Thee 
will  lead  our  country,  and  its  people  to 
happiness.  We  implorte  Thee,  be  merci¬ 
ful  to  us,  to  our  people\and  our  home¬ 
land,  Byelorussia,  which  differs  in  slav¬ 
ery.  Restore  our  liberty  and  prosperity 
that  we  in  freedom  may  glorrty  Thy  holy 
name. 

Bless  this,  our  beloved  country,  the 
United  States  of  America.  Inspire,  pro- 
v  tect,  and  guide  our  statesmen  leaders 
that  the  light  of  freedom  may  always 
burn  brightly  in  the  hearts  of  the  United 
States  and  the  flame  spread  to  engul 
all  nations  and  peoples. 

Our  Father,  who  art  in  heaven,  hal¬ 
lowed  be  Thy  name;  Thy  kingdom  come; 
Thy  will  be  done  on  earth  as  it  is  in 
heaven.  Give  us  this  day  our  daily 
bread;  and  forgive  us  our  trespasses,  as 
we  forgive  those  who  trespass  against 
us;  and  lead  us  not  into  temptation;  but 
deliver  us  from  evil. 

Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Friday,  March  28,  1958,  was  read  and 
approved. 

CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
correct  the  permanent  Record  of  Fri¬ 
day,  March  28,  1958,  in  two  instances. 

First  on  page  5073  in  the  third  col¬ 
umn,  the  name  “Georgio”  should 
changed  to  “DiGiorgio. 

Second,  toward  the  middle  third/of 
the  second  column  on  page  5075/  the 
name  “Hall”  should  be  changed  to 
“Hale”  and  the  name  of  the  “Broadway- 
Hall”  Stores  should  be  changed  to 
“Broadway-Hale”  Stores. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  theiVobjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CONFEREES  ON  H.  R.  9821 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
excused  as  a  conferee  on  the  bill  H.  R. 
9821,  which  has  been  sent  to  conference, 
and  that  the  Speaker  be  authorized  to 
appoint  a  substitute  in  my  place. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 


Monday,  March  31, 1958 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Davis]  to  serve  as  conferee,  and  the 
Senate  will  be  notified  of  the  action 
taken. 


SHIPPING  ARMS  TO  CUBA 

(Mr.  PORTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PORTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
Wednesday  in  a  special  order  I  called,  as 
others  have  called,  on  our  Government 
to  stop  shipping  arms  to  Cuba.  I  point¬ 
ed  out  that  our  arms  were  being  used  in 
violation  of  treaties  between  us  and  Cuba 
and  were  identifying  us  with  the  vicious/ 
police  state  ruled  by  Batista. 

Today  the  State  Department  has  msfde 
^.available  to  me  a  statement  whicl/de- 
Jares  we  have,  finally,  suspended/ship- 
ents  of  arms  to  Cuba.  It  i p  a.  fine 
statement,  another  sign  of  a/new  and 
better  Latin  American  foreign  policy: 

In  authorizing  shipments  of/arms  to  other 
countries,  under  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram,  it  n\s  been  our  consistent  practice  to 
weigh  carefully  those  (Unsigned  to  areas 
where  political  tensions  have  developed. 
We  wish  to  beVssuredf  for  example,  that  the 
arms  are  destined  for  uses  consistent  with 
the  objectives  ofx«j( ur  mutual  security  legis¬ 
lation.  The  shipment  of  1,950  Garand  rifles, 
purchased  by  the  Cuban  Government,  was 
temporarily  ydspendecfc to  allow  us  the  op¬ 
portunity  or  consulting  further  with  the 
appropriate  Cuban  official! 

As  for /the  situation  in  Cuba,  it  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  Sympathetic  concernNto  all  of  us  as 
friends  and  neighbors.  It  would  be  entire¬ 
ly  contrary  to  our  policy  to  intervene  in  its 
internal  affairs  and  we  do  not  intend  to  be- 
ome  involved.  We  do  hope  the  Cuban  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  people  themselves  will  soon 
find  a  peaceful  and  democratic  sdhition. 
They  are  the  only  ones  who  can,  as  w^jl  as 
being  the  only  ones  who  should,  resolveVjhe 
issue. 


(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  VANIK’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


THE  STORY  OF  FREE  ENTERPRISE 

(Mr.  ALGER  asked  and  wks  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  how  many 
of  you  recall  that  as  Youngsters  any  early 
symptom  of  illness  was  the  signal  for 
your  mother  to  /begin  concocting  some 
fearful  brew— jh'er  special  remedy  for 
whatever  might  ail  you.  As  I  survived 
each  childhood  sickness,  my  mother’s 
faith  in  the  efficacy  of  her  cure-all  grew 
indestructible. 

Bles^her  heart,  she  was  trying;  but 
it  occurred  to  me  that  my  God-given  con¬ 
stitution  was  a  marvelous  thing.  With 
it^ built-in  recuperative  powers,  it  could 
lot  only  cope  with  the  ordinary  ills  which 
'beset  a  fellow,  but  it  could  overcome  the 
additional  handicaps  imposed  by  these 
foul,  but  well-intentioned  ministrations. 

.  What  of  our  economic  ills?  Unfet¬ 
tered,  our  free  enterprise  system  can  re¬ 
act  promptly  and  forcefully  to  correct 
any  malfunction  in  its  own  operation. 
But  we  have  been  subjecting  this  system, 
the  envy  of  the  world,  to  a  lot  of  political 
home  remedies  for  a  good  many  years 
now.  Thus  far  it  has  survived  its  own 
inherent  ills,  in  spite  of  the  galloping  in¬ 
flation,  overwhelming  debt  and  taxation, 
and  crippling  restrictions  resulting  from 
liberal  doses  of  political  remedies.  But 
can  we  not  create  difficulties,  insur¬ 
mountable  even  by  this  wonderful  system 
which  has  given  us  so  much? 

It  strikes  me  that  free  enterprise  might 
be  likened  to  the  two  powerful  and 
healthy  mules  which  were  laboring 
heavily  to  pull  a  wagon  along  a  dusty 
country  road.  By  way  of  being  helpful, 
the  fellow  on  the  wagon  seat  was  yelling 
imprecations  and  lustily  swatting  their 
already  straining  hindquarters. 

Finally,  the  driver  pulled  his  sweating 
team  to  a  halt  beside  a  man  sitting  on  a 
fence  and  asked,  “Pardner,  how  long  is 
this  durn  hill  anyway?” 

The  bystander  eyed  him  reflectively  for 
moment,  spat,  and  said,  “Fellow,  you 
IHn’t  on  no  hill — your  hind  wheels  is  off.” 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  correct  the  Record  on 
rollcall  No.  4.  I  am  reported  as  not 
present.  I  was  present  and  voted  on  that 
date,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Record  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADVANCE  PROCUREMENT  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1958 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  and  /under  consent  previously 
secured,  I  move  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  588)  mak¬ 
ing  advance  procurement  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  yea\l958,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  th£\.title  of  the  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  X  second  de¬ 
manded? 
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Mr.TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand  a 

second.X 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  -consent  that  a  second  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  ol  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  suspen¬ 
sion  of  the  rules  of  the  House  is  an  ex¬ 
traordinary  parliamentary  recourse.  It 
is  a  drastic  procedure,  and  in  a  sense 
is  a  bit  unfair,  because  ft  cuts  off  the 
right  of  debate  and  precludes  the  offer¬ 
ing  of  amendments.  Accordingly,  it  is 
resorted  to  only  in  extraordinary  cases. 

But  this  is  an  extraordinary  occasion,  * 
Mr.  Speaker;  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a 
depression.  It  is  sincerely  to  be  hoped 
that  we  have  reached  the  bottom  bnd 
are  now  on  the  way  back  up,  but  without 
exception  all  reports  received  in  thi: 
morning’s  mail  from  the  various  weekly 
reporting  agencies  are  gravely  conserva¬ 
tive.  Here  are  quotations  from  some  of 
the  most  authoritative  of  this  morning’s 
reports: 

All  recession  signs  are  a  little  bit  worse. 

The  facts  about  the  recession  are  not 
good. 

Recession  has  now  reached  a  stage  when 
it  touches  consumers. 

Both  sides  have  underestimated  the  na¬ 
ture  and  probable  extent  of  the  downslide. 

Repossessions  are  showing  an  upturn,  re¬ 
flecting  unemployment  and  reduced-income 
problems. 

Things  are  getting  rough.  The  psychol¬ 
ogy  of  the  recession  is  feeding  the  recession. 

No  sudden  upturn  can  be  expected  merely 
as  result  of  money  ease  or  tax  cuts. 

Corroborating  these  estimates,  unem¬ 
ployment  is  rising.  Business  activity 
has  slackened.  The  cost  of  living  is  pric¬ 
ing  consumers  out  of  many  markets. 
And  the  deficit  for  the  fiscal  year  1959 
is  estimated  by  the  reporting  agencies 
from  a  low  of  $3  billion  to  as  much  as 
$16  billion. 

To  meet  this  situation  the  President 
transmitted  to  Congress  on  March  26  a 
message  recommending  that  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  50  percent  of  the  amounts  included 
in  the  1959  estimates,  for  supplies,  mate¬ 
rials,  and  equipment  for  the  departments 
be  made  immediately  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure.  The  Department  of  Defense, 
the  mutual  security  program,  an/  the 
legislative  and  judicial  branchesyof  the 
Government  were  not  included/ 

These  expenditures  are  to  hg  charged 
to  the  1959  appropriations  When  made, 
and  do  not  involve  additions  to  the  1959 
budget. 

The  purpose  is  to  advance  expendi¬ 
tures  by  90  days  in  qjraer  to  accelerate 
business  activity  and’ reduce  unemploy¬ 
ment.  / 

Immediately  upon  receipt  of  the  mes- 
fubcommittee  was  ap- 
of  members  of  all  sub- 
have  not  yet  reported. 
Hearings/rere  held  the  next  morning 
and  have/'  been  printed  and  are  now 
availably  at  the  desk.  In  the  hearings 
it  developed  that  the  estimate  of  $840 
million  dollars  referred  to  in  the  message 
coujfa  not  be  provided  under  the  plan 
proposed  and  eventually  the  representa- 
Ive  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  con¬ 


sage  a  special 
pointed  consis; 
committees 


ceded  that  the  outside  amount  of  pos¬ 
sible  expenditures  under  the  program 
could  not  exceed  $200  million,  a  little 
less  than  one-fourth  of  the  amount  in¬ 
dicated  in  the  message. 

Other  questions  arose  and  doubt  was 
expressed  as  to  whether  supporting  the 
markets  in  this  manner  would  effect 
a  remedy.  If  buying  is  to  be  encouraged 
prices  must  be  reduced.  And  unseason¬ 
able  purchases  firm  prices  rather  than 
reduce  them. 

Furthermore,  if  money  is  provided  to 
buy  90  days  in  advance,  what  will  be 
the  effect  on  the  market  when  these 
purchases  would  normally  have  been 
made  and  there  are  no  funds  to  provide 
the  routine  expenditures  Would  not  a 
flood  of  expenditures  90  days  in  advance 
produce  a  drought  at  the  time  the  money 
would  normally  have  been  spent? 

But  the  subcommittee  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  are  anxious  to  cooperate  with  the 
.President  in  any  recommendation  to 
:medy  the  situation  and  have  reported 
oik  the  joint  resolution  in  the  exact  lan¬ 
guage  submitted  in  the  message  and 
unanimously  recommend  its  prompt^ 
adoption  by  the  House  without  amencj 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  to  remedy  {/de¬ 
pression  Wfe  must  necessarily  co/sider 
the  cause  of  the  depression.  And  while 
I  hesitate  to  emote  statistics  I  aesire  to 
submit  three  figures  which  explain  con¬ 
cisely  and  briefly\he  cause  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  we  rand  ourselves. 

The  total  amount  of  thWtaxes  collected 
by  the  United  States'Govemment  from 
1792  in  Washington's, 'Administration  to 
1948  was  $316  billion/  Fi^rni  1948  to  1953 
the  amount  collected  wa\  $247  billion. 
And  from  1953  to r 1958  the  amount  col¬ 
lected  and  spen/was  $366  billion. 

Here  it  is  iiytabulated  form:  _ 

Billion 

Jan.  1,  1792ydo  Jan.  1,  1948 _ V  $316 

Jan.  1,  194/  to  Jan.  1,  1953 _ A  247 

Jan.  1,  1953,  to  Jan.  1,  1958 _ _ >366 

Froifi  1792  to  1948,  a  period  of  l£ 
yea/,  we  fought  all  our  victorious  wars,-'' 
the'  War  of  1812,  the  Mexican  War,  the 
ivil  War,  the  Spanish  American  War 
land  both  world  wars — for  $316  billion. 
Then  from  1948  to  1953,  a  period  of  5 
years  we  collected — and  spent  $247  bil¬ 
lion,  although  we  did  pay  something  on 
the  national  debts,  and  we  fought  the 
Korean  war.  But  from  1953  to  1958,  a 
like  period  of  5  years  we  collected — and 
spent  more  than  $366  billion  and  in¬ 
creased  the  national  debt. 

And  let  me  emphasize  the  fact,  Mr. 
Speaker  that  the  increases  were  in  non¬ 
defense  items.  Not  only  did  we  collect — 
and  spend — the  largest  amount  of  money 
that  ever  flowed  into  the  treasury  of  any 
nation  in  the  world  but  we  spent  money 
we  did  not  have  for  things  we  could  have 
done  without.  Our  bonds  went  down 
and  our  national  debt  went  up.  The 
purchasing  power  of  the  dollar  went 
down  and  the  cost  of  living  went  up. 

The  reckless,  profligate,  irresponsible 
spending  of  these  last  years  of  these  vast 
amounts  is  without  parallel  in  history. 
We  should  have  reduced  expenditure  and 
reduced  the  public  debt  and  supported 
our  bonds  and  laid  away  something  for 
the  rainy  day.  But  like  the  grasshopper 


which  sang  and  danced  in  the  summe 
sun,  heedless  of  the  future,  we  increa/d- 
expenditure  as  fast  as  revenues  increased 
when  any  sane  man  knew  that  the  gfoney 
trees  could  not  bloom  forever. 

Instead  of  using  this  golden  sjif-eam  of 
new  revenue  to  curtail  expen/ture  and 
control  inflation  we  spent  it  /s  fast  as  it 
came  in — and  more. 

Today  the  dollar  is  so  d/preciated  and 
the  cost  of  living  so  high  that  children 
go  hungry  to  bed. 

This  administratio/  is  responsible  for 
recommending  ancLcountenancing  these 
prodigal  expenditures.  And  this  Con¬ 
gress  is  responsible  for  appropriating  the 
billions  of  exti/ dollars  that  should  have 
been  applied  mi  our  debts. 

And  that  is  why  we  are  here  consider¬ 
ing  this  extraordinary  motion  to  suspend 
the  rule/?  and  attempt  something  of 
which  no  previous  administration  or 
previ/s  Congress  has  ever  dreamed  of 
doing  before. 

r.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my- 
If  12  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  motion  to  sus¬ 
pend  the  rules  to  permit  the  advance 
procurement  of  items  covered  for  sup¬ 
plies,  materials,  and  equipment  up  to 
50  percent  of  the  total  of  each  item  in 
each  bill  that  is  appropriated  for  the 
fiscal  year  1959  in  advance  of  the  30th 
day  of  June  1958. 

The  total  amount  that  could  be  spent 
in  this  way  is  set  forth  at  page  37  of  the 
hearings — $195  million.  Some  of  the 
agencies  would  not  be  able  to  procure 
any  more  goods,  no  matter  what  they 
did,  than  they  are  able  to  procure  now 
in  the  line  of  supplies,  materials,  and 
equipment.  Others  could  spend  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount. 

For  instance,  among  the  independent 
offices  it  would  run  $54.5  million.  In  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  it  would 
run  $7  million.  In  the  Department  of 
Commerce  it  would  run  $36  million;  in 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  $13 
million;  in  the  Post  Office  Department 
$41  million;  and  in  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  $15  million.  There  are  many 
(her  items,  but  they  are  smaller. 

This  is  a  bill  which  is  designed  to  start 
the  \wheels  moving  to  a  certain  extent 
on  soyie  things.  Undoubtedly  it  will 
place  more  money  in  circulation  in  the 
period  between  now  and  June  30  than 
would  be  \placed  in  circulation  by  all 
four  of  what  have  been  called  the  major 
groups  that  would  call  for  money  out  of 
the  Treasury\  I  name  those  four 
groups :  First,  the  stepped-up  operations 
of  the  Bureau  of ^Reclamation ;  second, 
the  stepped-up  operations  of  the  Civil 
Functions  Agency;  thy-d,  the  stepped-up 
operations  of  the  Public  Buildings  Ad¬ 
ministration  ;  and  fourths  the  stepped-up 
operations  of  the  highway  construction 
program.  It  probably  is  of  more  value 
from  the  standpoint  of  njaintaining 
prices  and  putting  a  little  moWy  in  cir¬ 
culation  than  anything  else  \hat  we 
have  had  to  consider.  But  frahkly,  I 
do  not  belong  to  that  school  which  be¬ 
lieves  that  we  can  help  get  out  of  ^Re¬ 
pression  in  that  way,  if  this  is  a 
pression. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the' 
gentleman  yield? 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed: 
matters  appropriation  bill. 


Agricultural/ appropriation  bill.  General  government 
Conferees/agreed  to  file  report  on  road  authorization 
bill.  House  received  President's  request  for  iml^ual  security  appropriations. 
Senate  committee  reported  bill  for  immediate  appropriations  to  accelerate  procure¬ 
ment  programs.  Sen.  Proxmire  changed  Secretary  with,  favoring  corporations  instead 
,-of  dairy  farmers. 


jjauaE.-.^ 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passe 


priation  bill  for  1/59,  pp.  5321-69 


without  amendment  H.  R.  11767,  the  agricultural  appro- 
pp.  5321-69  \ 

Rejected  amendments  by  Rep.  Knutson  to  increase  the  school  rt^nch  program 
from  $100,000,000/  to  $145,000,000  (pp.  5361-65) ,  and  Rep.  Reuss  to  exempt 
xtfildlife  conservation  practices  under  the  conservation  reserve  program  from 
the  provision A imiting  payments  under  the  program  to  20%  of  the  valuVof  the 
land  (pp.  53j65-66). 

Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  10589,  the  general  Government  matters  appro¬ 
priation  Will  for  1959.  pp.  5313-14 

Received  from  the  President  appropriations  estimate  of  $3,942,092,500  in' 
1959  f/r  the  mutual  security  program  (H.  Doc.  363) ;  to  Appropriations  Commit  t< 
p.  5! 
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2. 


ROADS.  The  conferees  were  granted  permission  until  midnight  Tues.,  Apr.  1,  to 
file  a  report  on  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authorization  bill,  pp.  5312-13 

The  ’’Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  which 
includes  provisions  as  follows: 

"...  authorize  an  additional  $5  million  for  forest  highway  systems  in  fis¬ 
cal  1959,  and  $33  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961. •• 
authorize  an  additional  $5  million  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
for  fiscal  1959,  and  $30  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  year  1960  and  1961  ... 
require  a  study  of  needed  improvements  on  the  forest  highway  system  and  a 
report  thereon  to  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  I960.’’  pp.  D287-88 


3.  HOUSING.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  his  message  approving  S.  3418, 
to  stimulate  housing  construction.  The  message  criticized  certain  provisions 
of  the  bill  and  requested  Congress  "to  enact  legislation  providing  interest 
ites  for  VA-guaranteed  and  direct  loans  sufficiently  flexible  to  assure  wfl- 
vate  participation,  and  eliminating  the  par-purchase  requirements  on  G 
men t  mortgage  purchases,  so  that  the  taxpayers  will  not  be  called  upon/fco  do 
what  private  investors  should,  can,  and  will  do  —  so  that  in  this  field  our 
free  enterprise  system  may  have  the  fullest  opportunity  to  work.’’//(S.  Doc.  8" 
pp.  5297-98v  5384-85  X 
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4.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Agriculture  Committee  a  lette^/ approving  work 
plansfor  the  following  watershed  projects:  Zuber  Draw,  N^/Mex, ,  Cowaselon 
Creek,  N.  Y.;  LittieDeep  Fork  Creek,  Okla. ,  and  Mill  Creek,  Wise.  The 
work  plans  were  referred  to  the  Appropriations  Committee,  p.  5369 


X 

5.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on 
harbors  and  flood  control  authorization  bill. 


X 


497,  the  rivers  and 
5314-16 


6. 


PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Rep.  Meader  inserted  his  le 
President  requesting  that  reconsideration 

•X 


dairy  price  supports  and  modify  it.' 


s  to  the  Secretary  and  the 
given  "to  the  order  reducing 
5385-86 


7.  FARM  PRICFS.  Rep.  Hill  inserted  a 
the  index  of  prices  received  by  f 
ending  in  mid-March.  He  also  i 


from  this  Department  indicating  that 


aers 


erted 


increased  4  percent  for  the  month 
figures  showing  the  increase  in  farmerl 


net  income  for  certain  Mountain  States  in  1957  over  1956.  p.  5312 


8. 


PLYWOOD  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Mack,  and  others,  contended  that  the  import  of  Japanese 
plywood  was  having  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Amarican  Vlywxjd  industry, 
pp.  5370-80 


9. 


ECONOMIC  SITUATION,  Rep,  O'Neill  urged  that  the  U.  S.  accelerate  public  works 
programs,  including  the  road  and  water  pollution  programs,  to 'provide  addi¬ 
tional  employment  opportunities,  pp,  5380-81 


10.  MONOPOLIES,  Rep.  Patman  spoke  in  favor  of  legislation  for  stricter  regulation 
of  monopolistic  practices  in  industry,  and  referred  to  a  recent  statement  of 
FCC  Commissioner  Anderson  urging  the  frozen  food  industry  "to  discontinut 
their  alleged  practice  of  granting  discriminatory  prices  and  thereby  avert 
competitive  disaster,  monopolies,  and  consequent  rigid  Government  regulation.'1 
zfcp.  5381-82 
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NOT  VOTING— 16 

Bricketv^ 

Jenner 

Monroney 

Capehartx 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pastore 

Clark 

xXKnowland 

Schoeppel 

Eastland 

TkQUg 

Scott 

Hayden 

Ma^nuson 

Jackson 

Malone 

So  Mr.  Knowland’s  ihqjion  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  MrT'R^esident, 
I  move  that  the  vote  by  which  th^  mo¬ 
tion  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  to  lay  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  at  this  time  that 
when  the  Senate  concludes  its  business 
tonight,  it  adjourn  to  meet  at  12  o’clocl 
noon  tomorrow. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Withj&ut  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


PROGRAM 

Mr.  dANSEJELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  ini  jrm^tion  of  the  Senate,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  wi  ^jrfeet  at  12  o’clock  noon  tomor- 
id  after  the  morning  hour  the 
will  proceed  to  the  consideration 
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of  the  conference  report  on  the  rivers 
and  harbors  bill. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  expect  any  more  votes  to  be  taken 
this  evening? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Montana. 

tTAIN  PUBLIC  WORKS  ON 
RlV^RS  AND  HARBORS— CONEER- 

ENCE'REPORT 

Mr.  MAN!§K{ELD.  Mr  .^P  resident,  I 
ask  unanimous  cbqsent>hat  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  comnptfeeof^conference  on 
the  disagreeing  Votes  of  the-  two  Houses 
on  the  amendment  of  the  HobssJ  to  the 
bill  (SvAff7) ,  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion,, .^repair,  and  preservation  of  certew, 
pyrtflic  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 


thorize  certain  activities  by  the  An 
Forces  in  support  of  the  VIII  Ojyfhpic 
Winter  Games,  and  for  other  ,,pfh’poses. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  April  1,  1958,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  enrolled  bill  (S.  3262)  to  au- 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIEBf).  Mr.  President, 
under  the  order  previously  entered,  I 
move  that  the"  Senate  stand  in  adjourn¬ 
ment  until  noon  tomorrow. 

Thg  inotion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
7  o'clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m.)  the 
•■(Senate  adjourhed,  the  adjournment 
being,  under  the  order  previously 
entered,  until  tomorrow,  April  2,  1958, 
at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  April  1  (legislative  day  of  March 
31),  1958: 

In  the  Army 

The  following-named  officer  to  he  placed 
on  the  retired  list  in  the  grade  indicated 
ider  the  provisions  of  title  10,  United  States 
CdSq,  section  3962: 

X,  To  be  lieutenant  general 

Lt.  Gem%emuel  Mathewson,  014980,  Army 
of  the  United-States  (major  general,  U.  S. 
Army) . 

The  following-narfted  officer  tinder  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  sec¬ 
tion  3066,  to  be  assigned''*'*©  a  position  of 
importance  and  responsibility 'designated  by 
the  President  under  subsection  (ajsqf  section 
3066,  in  rank  as  follows: 

Maj.  Gen.  Thomas  Leonard  Harrold,  018 
United  States  Army,  in  the  rank  of  lieutenant 
general. 


\ 


\ 


House  of  Representatives 


\ 


The  House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.  m. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

John  3 :  16:  For  God,  so  loved  the  world 
that  He  gave  His  only  begotten  Son,  that 
whosoever  believeth  ih\Him  should  not 
perish,  but  have  everlasting  life. 

Eternal  God,  our  Father,  we  have  en¬ 
tered  upon  Holy  Week,  reminding  us  of 
events  and  experiences  in  thte  life  of  our 
blessed  Lord,  whose  solemn  and  sacred 
significance  our  finite  minds  cannot  com¬ 
prehend.  '  \ 

Grant  that  we  may  be  filled  Vdth  a 
penitent  and  humble  spirit  as  we  tuhn  to 
the  cross  to  meditate  upon  the  sufferings 
and  sacrifice  of  the  lowly  man  of  Galilei 
the  great  Captain  of  our  salvation. 

May  these  days  be  for  all  of  us  not 
merely  a  time  of  commemoration  but  of 
consecration  when  we  are  surrendering 
and  dedicating  ourselves  anew  in  love 
and  obedience  to  Thy  divine  will. 

To  Thy  name  we  lift  our  hearts  in 
praise.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  without  amend¬ 
ment  bills  of  the  House  of  the  following 
titles: 

H.  R.  1140.  An  act  to  amend  Public  Law 
85-56  to  permit  persons  receiving  retired  pay 
for  nonregular  service  to  waive  receipt  of  a 
portion  of  that  pay  to  receive  pensions  or 
compensation  under  laws  administered  by 
the  Veterans’  Administration; 

H.  R.  4815.  An  act  to  provide  permanent 
authority  for  the  Postmaster  General  to  es¬ 
tablish  postal  stations  at  camps,  posts,  or 
stations  of  the  Armed  Forces,  and  at  defense 
or  other  strategic  instaUations,  and  for  other, 
purposes; 

H.  R.  7907.  An  act  relating  to  contracts /br 
the  conduct  of  contract  postal  stationsy/and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  7910.  An  act  to  revise  the  la W&  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  handling  of  short  paid  afid  unde¬ 
liverable  mail,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  annoupced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  .  Of  the  House  is 
requested,  bills  of  the/House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles: 

H.  R.  776.  An  act  t 6  permit  temporary  free 
importation  of  automobiles  and  parts  of  au¬ 
tomobiles  when  intended  solely  for  show 
purposes; 

H.  R.  5005.  fin  act  to  suspend  for  2  years 
the  duty  on/crude  chicory  and  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  as  it  relates  to  chicory; 

H.  R.  5362.  An  act  to  amend  sections  102, 
301,  and  302  of  the  Servicemen’s  and  Veter¬ 
ans’  Survivor  Benefits  Act; 

H- tl.  8794.  An  act  to  provide  an  exemption 
fr^m  the  tax  imposed  on  admissions  for  ad- 
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missions  to  certain  musical  performances; 
and 

H.  R.  9240.  An  act  to  revise  certain  provi¬ 
sions  of  law  relating  to  the  advertisements  of 
maU  routes,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  2715.  An  act  to  disestablish  the  Balls 
Bluff  National  Cemetery,  Loudoun  County, 
Va.,  and  for  other  purposes; 

S.  3050.  An  act  to  increase  the  equipment 
maintenance  allowance  for  rural  carriers,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

S.  3087.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  Fort  Clatsop  National  Memorial  in. 
the  State  of  Oregon,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and  ,  , 

S.  3120.  An  act  to  amend  the  acreage  allot- 
ient  and  marketing  quota  provisions  of  the 
Icultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
arftended,  to  provide  additional  allotments 
for  'farms  in  the  Tulelake  area,  Modoc  and 
Siskiyou  Counties,  Calif.,  for  the  1958  and 
1959  crops  of  wheat,  and  for  other  purposes.. 


AGRICULTURAL  PRICES 

(Mr.  HILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remark$/at  this 
point  in  the  Record.  ) 

Mr.  HILL.  M^.  Speaker ,X  enclose  as 
part  of  my  remarks  a  news/release  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  March  28, 
1958,  agricultural  prise; 

Prices  Received,  Up  ITPoints;  Prices  Paid, 
Interest,  Taxes,  aj6d  Wage  Rates,  Up  2 
Points;  Parity  Ra>6o,  87 
The  index  of  prices  received  by  farmers 
increased  4  percent  (11  points,)  during  the 
month  ended  jlfi  mid-March,  the'sharpest  in¬ 
crease  for  ajny  month  since  February  1951. 
Nearly  all  commodities  joined  in  the,  rise  but 
most  important  were  continued  higher  prices 
for  meat  animals.  Higher  prices  for\ pota¬ 
toes,  yfruit,  and  eggs  also  contributed'-sub- 
stawtially  to  the  increase.  The  March  index 
at/263  percent  of  its  1910-14  average  was 'll 
percent  above  a  year  earlier  and  at  its  higliN 
;,est  level  since  May  1953. 

The  index  of  prices  paid  for  commodities 
and  services,  interest,  taxes,  and  farm-wage 
rates  (the  parity  index)  rose  1  percent  to  304 
on  March  15,  another  all  time  high.  Higher 
prices  for  family  living  and  farm  production 
goods  were  about  equally  responsible  for  the 
rise  over  mid-February.  The  March  index 
was  3  percent  higher  than  a  year  earlier. 

With  farm  product  prices  rising  more  rap¬ 
idly  than  prices  paid  the  parity  ratio  ad¬ 
vanced  to  87,  the  highest  since  April  1955. 
The  ratio  was  up  5  percent  over  February  and 
7  percent  over  March  of  last  year. 

The  increase  in  farmers’  net  income  in 
Colorado  was  52  percent  in  1957  over 
1956.  Other  Mountain  States  increased 
their  farmers’  net  income  in  1957  over 
1956  as  follows: 

Percent 

Wyoming _ 24 

Nevada _ is 

Montana _ 12 

Utah _ io 

New  Mexico _ 2 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  MARSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I/£sk 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  e^Xtend 
the  remarks  I  expect  to  make  in  ttfe  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  agriculture  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  today,  and  further,  I/Tsk  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  bring  into  jtfie  Chamber 
two  charts  which  I  have’’  prepared  in 
order  that  I  may  use  them  to  explain 
some  of  the  data  orr  the  agriculture 
appropriation  bill  tins  afternoon. 

The  SPEAKER.  / Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  /The  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  n 6  objection. 


THE  ST0RY  OF  FREE  ENTERPRISE 

(Mr/  ALGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
pojiit  in  the  Record.) 

Ir.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  remember¬ 
ing  that  the  Government  has  no  money 
tree,  that  if  it  is  to  provide  work  for  any¬ 
one,  it  must  first  take  earnings  away 
from  someone  else  who  has  already 
worked  for  them,  in  order  to  finance  the 
new  job,  which  of  us  feels  qualified  to 
select  those  to  be  rewarded  and  those 
to  be  thus  penalized?  An  amusing 
story,  but  one  which  may  produce  rueful 
and  self  conscious  smiles  in  the  Congress, 
appeared  on  the  front  cover  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  issue  of  the  Freeman  Magazine.  As 
we  argue  crash  Government  programs 
aimed  at  offsetting  even  a  moderate  eco¬ 
nomic  readjustment,  like  the  current 
one,  surely  we  would  all  do  well  to  read 
and  re-read  this  story: 

Thomas  J.  Shelly,  35  years  a  teacher  of 
economics  and  history,  attempted  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  meaning  of  socialism  to  his  Yonk¬ 
ers  High  School  class  as  follows: 

“John,  you  made  a  grade  of  95;  and  yours, 
Dick,  was  55.  I  shall  now  take  20  points 
from  you,  John,  and  give  them  to  Dick. 
Thus,  each  of  you  has  75,  adequate  for 
passing. 

“Here  I  have  applied  the  Socialist-Com- 
aunist  principle  as  set  forth  by  Karl  Marx: 
‘From  each  according  to  his  ability,  to  each 
according  to  his  need.’ 

9W,  let  us  examine  this  in  practice. 
You,  aphn,  won’t  work  because  you  have 
had  your  incentive  removed.  And  you,  Dick, 
won’t  work  because  you  are  getting  some¬ 
thing  for  rio  thing. 

“We  can’t\exist  unless  we  work  and  pro¬ 
duce.  Thus,  m  order  to  get  the  work  done, 
we’ll  need  some.one  with  a  whip  or  a  gun. 
Socialism  must  lead  to  authoritarian  con¬ 
trols.’’ 


H.  R.  9821 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  conferees 
on  the  bill,  H.  R.  9821,  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 
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Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  ■ 
the  right  to  object,  and  I  am  not  going 
to  object,  when  does  the  gentleman  ex¬ 
pect  to  call  up  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  FALLON.  We  may  finish  the  con- 
ference  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  And  would  the  gentle-  ' 
man  intend  to  call  it  up  tomorrow,  if  an 
agreement  can  be  reached  on  it  today? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Yes ;  if  I  am  recognized 
to  do  so. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  would  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
that  the  proper  thing  to  do  would  be  to 
take  it  up  as  soon  as  we  can. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  is  trying  to 
find  out  for  the  information  of  the  mem¬ 
bership  when  they  may  expect  this  con¬ 
ference  report  to  be  called  up. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  recog¬ 
nize  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  to  call 
up  the  conference  report  tomorrow,  if  the 
report  is  filed  in  time  tonight.  Is  that 
satisfactory  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  am  satisfied,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  the  in¬ 
formation  certainly  is  appreciated. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  was  only 
seeking  to  satisfy  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  on  the  point  of  informa¬ 
tion  as  to  when  the  conference  report 
might  be  called  up. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  thank  the  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 

— .  i— ,  . .  i  t 

REVISION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  page 
5238  of  the  Congressional  Record  for 
March  31,  3d  column,  beginning  at  the 
10th  line  from  the  bottom  and  continu¬ 
ing  through  the  8th  line  of  the  1st  col¬ 
umn  on  page  5239,  my  remarks  are  in¬ 
serted  as  follows: 

Mr.  Albert.  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  on  his  statement.  He  has  made 
a  real  contribution  to  the  House.  I  deeply 
appreciate  his  giving  us  the  benefit  of  his 
research  and  the  individual  history  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Capitol.  The  Americar 
people  love  this  Capitol.  We  who  serve  hep 
love  it.  It  is  one  of  our  great  symbols,  brut 
it  is  more  than  a  symbol.  It  is  the  workshop 
of  a  representative  government.  As  svfch  it 
has  been  subject  to  change  to  make  it  func¬ 
tion  as  a  proper  workshop  for  those  who 
serve  here.  The  gentleman  has  brought  that 
out  very  forcibly.  I  think  this.fchange  will 
make  it  a  more  useful  workshop  for  democ¬ 
racy  in  the  future. 

The  Record  should  #e  corrected  to 
read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Albert.  I  want/to  congratulate  the 
gentleman  upon  his  s^Jatement.  He  has  made 
a  real  contribution / to  the  House.  I  deeply 
appreciate  his  giving  us  the  benefit  of  his 
research  into  themistory  and  development  of 
the  Capitol.  The  American  people  love  this 
Capitol.  We ywho  serve  here  love  it.  It  is 
one  of  our  great  national  symbols  but  it  is 
more  thamd  symbol.  It  is  the  workshop  of  a 
representative  government.  As  such  it  has 
been  enlarged  and,  from  time  to  time,  al¬ 
tered  t6  make  it  more  serviceable.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  brought  out  this  historic  fact 
veryVqrcibly.  I  agree  with  him  that  the 
proposed  change  will  make  this  Capitol  a 


more  useful  workshop  of  democracy  in  the 
future. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE  EXECU¬ 
TIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

AND  SUNDRY  GENERAL  GOVERN¬ 
MENT  AGENCIES,  1959 

The  SPEAKER.  The  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  is  the  further  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.  R.  10589)  making  appropriations 
for  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
and  sundry  general  Government  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 

On  yesterday,  the  House  was  ready  to 
vote  on  the  amendment  upon  which  a 
separate  vote  was  demanded.  The  Clerk 
will  report  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  8,  after  line  7,  insert:  “Commis¬ 
sion  on  Civil  Rights,  Salaries,  and  Expenses : 
For  expenses  necessary  for  the  Commission^, 
1  >n  Civil  Rights,  including  expenses  of  at^ 
ton  dance  at  meetings,  concerned  with  the 
p'lmpose  of  this  appropriation,  $750,000^ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  /s  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDREWS.  Mr.  Speakepf  on  that 
I  demanchthe  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of\>rder  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  If  a sufficient  number 
of  Members  rise  rq  require  a  rollcall  vote 
on  the  amendment,. .the  question  can  be 
taken  on  the  amendment  and  a  quorum 
will  be  established  at'  the  same  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr\Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  the  point'of  order. 

The  yeas  arid  nays  were  Ordered. 

The  question  was  takenk  and  there 
were — yeas  272,  nays  98,  no\voting  59, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  38] 

YEAS— 272 


Adair 
Idonizio 
Lllen,  Ill. 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Bentley 
Betts 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bosch 
Boyle 
Bray 
Breeding 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Broomfield 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Brownson 
Bush 


Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Canfield 

Cannon 

Carrigg 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfield 

Christopher 

Church 

Clark 

C’oad 

Cofiin 

Collier 

Corbett 

Coudert 

Cretella 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 

Cunningham, 
Nebr. 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dague 
Dawson,  Ill. 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Dent 

Derounian 

Devereux 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Donohue 


Dooley 
Dorn,  N.  Y.y 
Doyle 
Dwyer 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Engle 
Fallon 
Farbstein 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Flood 
Fogarty 
Forand 
Ford 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Garmatz 
Gavin 
George 
Glenn 
Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Gross 

Gwlnn 

Hagen 

Hale 

Halleck 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Harvey 

Haskell 

Henderson 

Heselton 

Hess 


Hiestand 
Hill 

Hillings 
Hoeven 
Hoffman 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holt 

Holtzman 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Hull 
Hyde 
Jackson 
James 
Jarman 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kearney 
Kearns 
Keating 
Kee 

Kelly,  N.  Y.  / 
Keogh  / 
Kilday  / 
King  / 
Kirwan / 
Kluczyfiski 
Kncix/ 

LafpCe 
Laffd 
ine 
^ankford 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Lesinski 
Libonati 
Lipscomb 
McCarthy 
McCulloch 
McFall 
McGovern 
McGregor 
McIntosh 
McVey 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Mack,  Ill. 

Mack,  Wash 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mailliard 
Martin 


May 
Meader 
Metcalf 
Michel 
M.ller,  Calif. 
Miller,  Md. 
Miller,  Nebr. 
Miller,  N.  Y. 
Minshall 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 
Morgan 
Moms 
Moulder 
Multer 
Mumma , 
Natche? 

Neal 

Nicholson 
Nimtz 
Nflfblad 
’Brien,  Ill. 
'O’Brien,  N.  Y. 
O’Hara,  HI. 
O’Hara,  Minn. 
O’Konski 
O’Neill 
Osmers 
Ostertag 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pfost 
Philbin 
Pillion 
Polk 
Porter 
Price 
Prouty 
Qule 
Rabaut 
Ray 
Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Robison,  N.  Y. 
Robsion,  Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Mass. 
Roosevelt 

NAYS— 98 


Rutherford 
Sadlak 
Santangelo 
Saylor  / 
Schenck , 
Scherer / 
Schweagel 
Scriirtfer 
Seely-Brown 
Sheehan 
lelley 
Sheppard 
’Sieminskl 
Siler 

Simpson,  Ill. 
Simpson,  Pa. 
Sisk 

Smith,  Calif. 

Spence 

Springer 

Staggers 

Stauffer 

Steed 

Sullivan 

Taber 

Talle 

Teague,  Calif. 

Teller 

Tewes 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Thornberry 

Udall 

Ullman 

Vanik 

Van  Pelt 

Van  Zandt 

Vorys 

Walnwright 

Walter 

Watts 

Weaver 

Westland 

Wharton 

Widnall 

Wier 

Wlgglesworth 
Williams,  N.  Y. 
Wilson,  Calif. 
Wilson,  Ind. 
Yates 
Younger 
Zablocki 
Zelenko 


Abbitt 

Fountain 

Murray 

Abernethy 

Frazier 

Norrell 

Albert 

Gary 

Patman 

Alexander 

Gathings 

Pilcher 

Alger 

Haley 

Poage 

Andersen, 

Hardy 

Poff 

H.  Carl 

Harris 

Preston 

Andrews 

Harrison,  Va. 

Riley 

Ashmore 

Hebert 

Rivers 

Beckworth 

HemphiU 

Roberts 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Herlong 

Robeson,  Va. 

Berry 

Huddleston 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Blitch 

Ikard 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Boggs 

Jennings 

Selden 

Boykin 

Jensen 

Shuford 

Brooks,  La. 

Johansen 

Sikes 

SBrown,  Ga. 

Jonas 

Smith,  Kans. 

Broyhill 

Jones,  Ala. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Budge 

Jones,  Mo. 

Smith,  Va. 

Burleson 

Kilburn 

Thomas 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kilgore 

Thompson,  La. 

Clevenger 

Kitchin 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Cramer'-, 

Landrum 

Trimble 

Davis,  Gt\ 

Lennon 

Tuck 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Loser 

Utt 

Dowdy  \ 

McMillan 

Vinson 

Durham  \  Mahon 

Whitener 

Elliott 

\  Marshall 

Whitten 

Everett 

Fascell 

Fisher 

Flynt 

Forrester 


Allen,  Calif. 

Bailey 

Barden 

Baring 

Becker 

Bolton 

Bonner 

Bow 

Buckley 

Burdick 

Carnahan 

Chamberlain 


fason 
itthews 
Is 

Mlttoell 

Morrison 


Williams,  Miss. 

Willis 

Winstead 

Wright 

Young 


NG-! 


NOT  Vi 

Colmer  \ 

Cooley  \ 

Dawson,  Utah 

Delaney 

Denton 

Dies 

Diggs 

Dollinger 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Evins 

Flno 

Frelinghuysen 


59 

Gordon 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gregory 
,  Gubser 
'Harden 
fi$ys,  Ark. 
Hays,  Ohio 
Healey 
Holifield 
Kean  V 
Knutson 
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Krueger'’  Radwan  scudder  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Enginers, 

McCormack  Rains  Taylor  other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con-  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

McDonough  Reece,  Term.  Teague  Tex.  sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers  s.  497,  as  agreed  to  in  conference 

Merrow6  \st.  George  vurseii  on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  contained  a  total  of  $349,908,300  in  proj- 

Moss  Baund  Withrow  0f  the  report.  ects  to  which  there  was  objection  by/the 

passman  l3£tt  paC'  woiverton  The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill.  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Chief  of 

poweii  tocV ’  ‘  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to  neers.  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  or 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to.  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten-  for  which  reports  were  lacking.  The 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following  nessee?  list  of  projects  follows: 

pairs :  ' ,  There  was  no  objection.  Estimated  project 

On  this  vote:  \  The  Clerk  read  the  statement.  Project:  /  cost 

Mr.  Rooney  for,  with  Mr.  Grant  against.  (por  conference  report  and  statement.  Title  I,  rivers  and  harborsy 
Mr.  Denton  for,  with  Mr.NColmer  against.  gee  proceedingS  0f  the  House  Of  March  LaQuinta  Channel,  Tej/—  $954.  000 

Mr.  McCormack  for,  with  mK Rains  against.  3.1950)  Hull  Creek,  Va _ /. -  269,800 

Mr.  Bailey  for,  with  Mr.  Barden  against.  ■  n  f  T  — pp  Mr  c;r>Pav_  -  Mississippi  River  a/  Alton, 

Mr.  Kean  for,  with  Mr.  Radwan  against.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  bpeaK  Iu  _  small  boat /arbor...  101,  000 

Mrs  Bolton  for,  with  Mr.  Bonner  against,  er,  we  think  we  have  this  bill  in  good  port  Washington  Harbor, 

Mr.  Becker  for,  with  Mr.  Cooley,  against,  shape.  The  committee  and  the  House  Wls _ / _  2, 932, 000 

Mr!  Doilinger  for,  with  Mr.  Dies \gainst.  acted  very  carefully  and  thoroughly  on  irondequoit  Bhy,  N.  Y _  l,  938,  000 

Mr.  Hays  of  Ohio  for.  with  Mr.  Dorn  of  the  advice  of  the  engineers.  The  bill  water-hyacinth  control  (5- 

South  Carolina  against.  \  was  thoroughly  debated  on  the  floor  of  year  program) -  5,062,500 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Evins  against.  the  House  All  of  the  conferees  signed  Port  Aua/in,  Mich -  164,  000 

Mr.  Holifield  for,  with  Mr.  Passman  against.  f  Title  II,  flood  control : 

Mr.  Delaney  for,  with  Mr.  Scott  of  North.  on  '  kor  T  do  not  have  anv  re-  New  Bedford,  Fairhaven,  and 

Carolina  against.  \  Speaker,  I  do  not  have  any  re-  A^shnet,  Mass _ 1  15. 490, 000 

Mr.  Healey  for,  with  Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  quests  lor  time  on  this  side.  Na/rragansett  Bay  area, 

against.  \Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  ./Rhode  Island  and  Massa- 

tt  4...  *  4.,,  gentleman  yield?  /  chusetts1 _ _ _  16,180,000 

Until  lurtner  notice.  Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield.  Mohawk  River  at  Rome, 

Mr.  Gordon  with  Mrs.  St.  George.  MA  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  /  N.  Y - -  240, 000 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Allen  of  California.  would  like  to  ask  one  of  the  members  of  /  Hendry  County,  Fla -  3, 172,  000 

Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  Taylor.  Confprpnrp  Commit!  ee  this  Question/  Tombigbee  River  Basin,  Ala. 

Mr.  Saund  with  Mrs.  Harden.  the  Conference  committee  this  question.  and  _  19#  711_  0oo 

Mrs.  Knutson  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  note  that  the  Conference  Committee  white  River  backwater, 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Bow.  inserted  language  in  subsection  (d/  of  Arkansas _  2, 380, 000 

Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas  with  Mr.  Dawson  205  which  states  that  the  storage  au-  Bouef,  Tensas^  and  Bayou, 

of  Utah.  thorized  for  municipal  and  industrial  Macon,  Ark!.— _  1,212,000 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsyl-  water  and  for  increasing  low  flows  shall  Greenville  Harbor,  Miss -  2,  530,  000 

vania.  not  be  operated  in  such  manner  as  to  Navarro  Mills  Reservoir, 

Mr.  Carnahan  w^th  Mr  Woiverton.  adversely  affect  the  lawful. uses  of  the  Tex/ - - -  856,000 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Krueger  t  T  ~pp  that  lan_  Red-Ouachita  River  Basin, 

Mr.  Burdick  with  Mr.  McDonough.  water.  I  am  plea.ed  to  see  that  lan  Ark.  and  0kia„  Milwood 

SU3>S6  included  &nd  I  interpret  this  hn**  .  oitomotiTme  2  ino  aph  nnn 

Mr.  HARRISON  of  Nebraska  changed  guage  as  protecting  aU  uses  of  water  Galveston  Bav  Texas" "city 

his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.”  for  which  rights  havp  been  initiated  or  Tex/  . _ — _  — L  .  1  6, 166,  ooo 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced  perfected  under  the  laws  of  the  several  White  River  Basin,  Gilbert 
as  above  recorded.  .  States.  I  would  like  to  ask  some  mem-  and  Lone  Rock  Reser- 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  bet-  Gf  the  Conference  Comihitte  if  my  voirs,  Ark.3 -  57,  000, 000 

the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  interpretation  of  this  language  *is  correct.  Pecos  River  at  Carlsbad, 

the  bill.  Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  thank  the" ggentle-  _,N-  *iex~ - - -  2’ 066' 000 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed  man  /  \  Rl°  Grande  at  Socorro,  ^ 

and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the  Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker\will  sayiofvuie"  Re"se7voTr;Yowr.  44!  soo!  ooo 

third  time.  the  gentleman  yield?  \  Kaskaskia  River,  ill _  23, 000, 000 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  I  yield./.  st.  Joseph’s  Indian  School. 

the  passage  of  the  bill.  Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  flrsV  South  Dakota _ T . .  42,000 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  may  T  ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise  \  Fort  Pierce,  s.  Dak.,  sewers-  120,000 

Speaker,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays,  and  extend  my  remarks  and  include  cer-  \  Fort  Pierce,  s.  Dak.,  water —  25,  ooo 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused.  tain  graphs  relative  to  this  legislation.  \  pi*"e’ s-  Dak>  sewer  faclli‘  —  — 
The  bUl  was  passed.  The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to  Chamber  lain" ¥  Dak" "water "  5  000 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the,  '  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio?  Eagle  Butte  school,’  South 

table.  /  There  was  no  objection.  Dakota _ ! _  10,  ooo 

~ ~ '  Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Saline  River  and  tributaries, 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND  conferees  made  quite  a  concession  rela-  uiiriws._ - - - —  5,970,000 

REMARKS  /  tive  to  this  rivers  and  harbors  omnibus  Middle  .Gila  River  Basin, 

.  bill.  Your  House  conferees  signed  the  _  Aliz~~\z - - ~z~ ~~~~  ..i;’ 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr  Speaker  I  ask  report  because  we  felt  it  our  duty  to  fol.  10, 900, 0C0 

unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  iow  the  will  of  the  House  and  the  will  of  Hidden  B«*rar.  calif -  12.500.000 

“xtendaVthelr  lemSks  0 £X  IK#  the  House  »as  IavOTable  to  the  »“>'  Th.  Grand  totals.. .  349, 90..  soo 

extend  then  lemaiks  on  the  bill  just  Member  from  Ohio  is  not  any  more  in  \ 

P  The  SPEAKER  Is  there  objection  to  ^vor  bill  now  than  he  was  when  2g  497  as  report(fd  to  make  provision 

me  orrdiiUitt.  lb  uieie  oojecuon  to  passed  here  some  days  ago  because,  m  for  cost  of  modifications  of  Corns  of  Ens-i- 

“2?  ot  ‘he,.- gentleman  from  refilty,  there  have  been  some  projects  £p?rt“ £& 

x  g  .  added  to  the  bill  that  come  under  the  neers  at  $56,245,000. 

There  was  no  objection.  same  category  of  not  having  the  en-  3S.  497  as  reported  provides  for  authoriza- 

-  1 1.  dorsement  and  recommendation  of  the  tion  of  additional  features  l\  White  River 

RIVFR  AND  HARBOR  BEACH  ero  Army  engineers,  the  Secretary  of  De-  Basin  ,c0®t,inf  $57,000,000  wKjch  is  the 

’aSS  SrSS'  fense  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  amount  added  to  the  basin  authorization. 

FLOOD"  Will  insert  in  the  Record  at  this  point  eiiminatio\of  local 

CONTROL  PROJECTS  matter  setting  forth  the  projects  that  contribution  for  land  enhancement./ 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speak-  have  not  had  such  endorsement.  At  the  same  time,  nearly  $12  billion 

er,  I  call  up  the  conference  report  on  S.  497,  as  passed  by  the  House,  con-  would  be  required  to  complete  projects 

the  bill  (S.  497)  authorizing  the  con-  tained  $303,395,500  in  projects  to  which  already  authorized  by  Congress  to 

struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  cer-  the  minority  objected  on  the  basis  of  ad-  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineer 
tait^  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  verse  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  If  deferred  and  inactive  projects  would1 
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FEDERAL  AID  TO  EDUCATION 

Comirtittce  on  Education  and  Labor :  A  joint  meeting 
of  the  Subcommittees  on  Special  and  General  Education 
continued\hearings  on  legislation  relating  to  various 
Federal  aidk  to  education.  Testimony  was  received 
from  public  witnesses  with  respect  to  the  importance 
of  instruction  in 'foreign  language  within  the  curriculum 
of  elementary  and^  secondary  schools.  Hearings  con¬ 
tinue  tomorrow. 

MUTUAL  SECURI1 

Committee  on  Foreign  \dffairs:  In  executive  session 
received  testimony  on  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1958 
from  representatives  of  the  State  and  Defense  Depart¬ 
ments,  respectively,  and  ICA;  ahd  in  open  session  on  the 
same  subject  heard  Commissioner  John  F.  Floberg, 
AEC;  and  Franklin  G.  Floete,  Adn^nistrator,  GSA. 

FEDERAL  PROPERTY 

Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Subcommittee 
on  General  Government  Activities  held  executive  hear¬ 
ing  but  took  no  final  action  on  the  following  bills: 
S.  2231  and  2533,  relating  to  Government  leasesvof  prop¬ 
erty;  and  S.  2224  and  2752,  regarding  disposal  of  sur¬ 
plus  Federal  property.  Testimony  was  received  'from 
Franklin  G.  Floete,  Administrator,  General  Serves 
Administration. 

Subcommittee  also  tabled  H.  R.  509  and  510,  relate 
bills,  and  announced  that  consideration  at  the  next  meet¬ 
ing  will  be  given  in  lieu  thereof  to  H.  R.  11694,  relating 
to  conveyance  of  certain  real  property  to  the  State'  Forest 
Board  of  Washington. 

Adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

ALASKA 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular/Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Territorial  and  Insular  y^'ffairs  ordered  favor¬ 
ably  reported  to  the  full  cofiimittee  H.  R.  9856 
(amended),  to  extend  the  li£e  of  the  Alaska  Interna¬ 
tional  Rail  and  Highway  pommission  and  to  increase 
its  authorization. 

Also  considered  but/fook  no  final  action  on  H.  R. 
5643,  to  extend  the  charter  of  the  Virgin  Islands  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  June  30, 1^69.  Among  the  witnesses  heard  on 
this  bill  was  the  .Governor  of  the  Virgin  Islands. 

AIRPORT  PROPERTY  SALE 

Committe/ on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce :  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Transportation  and  Communications 
held  and  concluded  hearings  on  H.  R.  10045, to  provide 
foryflie  sale  of  all  of  the  real  property  acquired  for  the 
construction  of  the  Burke  Airport,  Va.  Testimony  was 
deceived  from  Representative  Broyhill  and  GSA 
^representative. 


ssion 
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JUDICIARY 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  In  executive 
ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  House  H.  R. 
provide  for  the  admission  of  certain  evidence; 

A.  T.  &  T.  CONSENT  DECREE 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary :  Antitrust’ Subcommittee 
continued  hearings  on  American  Telephone  &  Tele¬ 
graph  Co.  consent  decree.  Testimony  was  received 
from  A.  T.  &  T.  witnesses  anej'  hearings  resume  on 
Tuesday,  April  15. 

CIVIL  SERVICE 

Committee  on  Lost  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Met  in 
executive  session  for  the'  consideration  of  pending  legis¬ 
lation,  took  no  final  action,  and  announced  that  the  next 
meeting  will  be  on  Thursday,  April  17. 

UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

Committee  pn  Ways  and  Means :  Concluded  hearings 
with  regard  to  emergency  extension  of  Federal  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  benefits  with  the  testimony  of 
public- witnesses. 

unt  Committee  Meetings 

'NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  9821,  authorizing  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  highway  construction.  As 
approved  by  the  conferees,  major  provisions  of  the  bill 
would:  (1)  authorize  $900  million  for  primary,  second¬ 
ary,  and  urban  systems  for  fiscal  i960,  and  $925  million 
for  1961,  (2)  authorize  an  additional  $400  million  for 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems  for  fiscal  1959, 
moneys  to  be  available  on  a  66%  percent  Federal-33% 
percent  State  matching  basis,  (3)  authorize  an  additional 
$5  million  for  forest  highway  systems  in  fiscal  1959,  and 
$33  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  i960  and  1961, 
(4)  authorize  an  additional  $5  million  for  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  1959,  and  $30  mil¬ 
lion  for  each  of  tfie  fiscal  years  i960  and  1961,  (5)  require 
a  study  of  needed  improvements  on  the  forest  highway 
system- and  a  report  thereon  to  Congress  on  or  before 
January  1,  i960,  (6)  authorize  $18  million  for  roads  in 
national  parks  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  i960  and  1961, 
(7)  authorize  $16  million  for  parkways  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  i960  and  1961,  (8)  authorize  $12  million  for 
roads  in  Indian  reservations  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
i960  and  1961,  (9)  authorize  an  additional  $1  million  for 
fiscal  1959  for  roads  on  un appropriated  and  unreserved 
public  lands,  and  $3  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
i960  and  1961,.  (10)  increase  the  1959  interstate  author¬ 
ization  by  $200  million,  and  the  i960  and  1961  authoriza¬ 
tions  by  $300  million  each  year,  the  1959  moneys  to  be 
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apportioned  immediately,  (n)  authorize  and  direct 
apportionment  of  full  authorization  of  interstate,  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems  for  fiscal  i960,  (12) 
with  regard  to  reimbursement  of  cost  for  moving  public 
utility  facilities  off  of  highway  rights-of-way,  provide 
a  modification  of  existing  law  to  require  States  to  fur¬ 


nish  evidence  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  substanti¬ 
ating  their  expenditures  for  such  relocations,  and  (13) 
authorize  acquisition  of  billboard  advertising  rights  on 
lands  adjacent  to  the  interstate  system,  and  encourage 
States  to  develop  regulations  concerning  billboard  adver¬ 
tising  along  the  interstate  system. 


BILL  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New  Law 

(Fbt^last  listing  of  public  laws,  see  Digest,  p.  D281 ) 

S.  3418,  to  stimulate  residential  construction.  Signed- 
April  1, 1958  (Hi.  85-364). 

- N— - - 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  WEDNESDAY, 
APRIL  2 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated') 


Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry ^executive,  on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.  m.,  324  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee, Yn  H.  R.  10746, 
Interior  Department  appropriations  for  fiscal  1959,  1.0:30  a.  nri, 
room  F-82,  Capitol.  Y 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Preparedness  Investigating 
Subcommittee,  to  receive  a  report  from  Secretary  of  Defense 
McElroy  as  to  accomplishments  of  his  Department  resulting 
from  certain  recommendations  made  by  the  subcommittee  on  \ 
January  23,  1:15  p.  m.,  room  P-63,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Finance,  to  hear  Bernard  Baruch  continue  his 
testimony  on  financial  condition  of  the  U.  S.,  10:30  a.  m.,  318, 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  on  proposed  mutual  security 
program  for  fiscal  1959,  to  hear  non-Government  witnesses,  10 
a.  m.,  room  P-38,  Capitol.  .  / 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Surface 
Transportation  Subcommittee,  on  railroad  inquiry,  10  a.  m.,  312 
Senate  Office  Building.  JA 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Antitrust  aj-ra  Monopoly  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  on  S.  198,  721,  722,  3079,  and  3479,  bills  amending  the 
Clayton  Act  regarding  prior  notification  of  corporate  mergers, 

10  a.  m.,  424  Senate  Office  Building; 

Constitutional  Rights  Subcommittee,  on  the  nomination  of 
Gordon  McLean  Tiffany,  opNew  Hampshire,  to  be  Staff  Direc¬ 
tor  for  the  Commission/on  Civil  Rights,  9:30  a.  m.,  104-B 
Senate  Office  Building 

House 

Committej/on  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  on  Wheat  on  bills 
to  removpAvheat  for  seeding  purposes  which  has  been  treated 
with  poisonous  substances  from  the  “unfit  for  human  consump¬ 
tion/*^ 10  a.  m.,  1310  New  House  Office  Building. 

subcommittee  on  Cotton,  executive,  on  H.  R.  9135,  to  increase 
"ffarm  income  by  enabling  cotton  to  be  sold  competitively  in 


domestic  and  foreign  markets,  10  a.  m.,  1308  New  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Special  Subcommittee  No.  r, 
executive,  phase  2  of  national  defense  inquiry,  10  a.  m.,  313-/ 
Old  House  Office  Building. 

Special  Subcommittee  No.  4,  executive,  10  a.  m.,  3#f  Old 
House  Office  Building. 

Special  Subcommittee  No.  6,  executive,  2  p.  vtf.,  304  Old 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  exegfftive,  on  S.  1451, 
Financial  Institutions  Act,  10  a.  m.,  i3qYNew  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Colwfnbia,  executive,  to  receive 
subcommittee  reports,  10:30  a./fn.,  445  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Subcommittees  on  Spe¬ 
cial  and  General  Education  in  joint  meeting  on  bills  relating  to 
Federal  aids  for  education,  10  a.  m.,  429  Old  House  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on/Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  on  Federal-State-local  relations. 
Albert  M.^Cole,  Administrator,  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency^nd  associates  will  be  heard,  10  a.  m.,  George  Washing¬ 
ton  h 

committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  on  pending  bills, 
lowed  by  Subcommittee  on  Reclamation  on  H.  R.  594  and 
S.  6q,  Fryingpan-Arkansas  project,  Colorado,  10  a.  m.,  1324 
New  House  Office  Building. 

Commit-tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Legislative  Oversight  on  inquiry  into  Federal  regula¬ 
tory  agencies.  Tmrmer  Commissioners  of  FCC  to  be  heard,  10 
a.  m.,  Caucus  Room,  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  'Traffic  Safety  on  proposal  by  the  broad¬ 
casting  industry  for  closer  coordination  between  the  industry 
and  the  highway  patrol  networks  in  the  matter  of  disseminating 
weather  and  road  conditions. to  motorists  traveling  in  radio- 
equipped  cars,  10  a.  1334  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  2,  executive, 
on  private  claim  bills,  10  a.  m.,  327  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  3,  executive,  10:30^.  m.,  353  Old  House 
Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  No.  4,  hearing  on  H.  J.  Re&\479,  ant^  similar 
resolutions,  relating  to  designation  of  Loyalty  Day,  10  a.  m., 
346  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Select  Committee  on  Small  Business,  Subcommittee  No.  5, 
executive,  on  ASCAP  hearings,  10  a.  m.,  356  Old  FIousNpffice 
Building. 

Joint  Committee 

Joint  Committee  on  Washington  Metropolitan  Problems, 
executive,  10  a.  m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  on  road  authorization  bill.  House 
subcommittee  ordered  reported  bill  to  increase  durum  wheat  acreage  allotments  in 
Tule  Lake  area,  Calif.  Sen.  Murray  criticized  operation  of  the  rural  development 
program.  Sen.  Flanders  and  Rep.  Hays,  Ark.,  introduced  and  Sen.  Flanders  dis¬ 
cussed  bills  to  establish  Commission  on  Country  Life. 


HOUSE 


1.  ROADS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9821,  the  road  authorization 
bill  (H.  Rept.  1591).  pp.  5483-88,^5^ 

The  revised  bill  includes  provisions  as  follows:  Authorizes  an  additional 
$5  million  for  forest  highway  systems  in  the  fiscal  year  1959,  and  $33  million 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961;  authorizes  an  additional  $5  million 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  and  $30  mil¬ 
lion  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1960  and  1961;  provides  that  advisory  public 
hearings  on  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  timber-access  roads 
shall  be  permissive  rather  than  compulsory;  provides  that  the  apportionment  of 
funds  for  forest  highways  for  fiscal  1959,  1960,  and  1961  shall  be  made  on  the 
same  basis  that  it  was  in  the  fiscal  year  1958;  provides  that  a  State  may  trans¬ 
fer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  percent  of  the  amount  apportioned 
to  it  under  the  first  section  of  the  bill  (relating  to  apportionments  for  the 
ABC  system)  to  augment  its  apportionment  for  forest  highways  and  when  trans¬ 
ferred  such  sums  may  be  expended  as  any  other  funds  authorized  for  forest  high¬ 
way  purposes;  and  requires  a  study  of  needed  improvements  on  the  forest  highway 


2 


system  and  a  report  tbereon  to  Congress  on  or  before  Jan.  1,  with  a 

proviso  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  a  member  of  the  group  to 
cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  making  the  study,  recommendations, 
and  report. 


2.  DURUM  WHEAT.  The  Wheat  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  with  amendment  H.  R.  11092,  to  increase  the  acreage  allotments  for 
durum  wheat  grown  in  the  Tule  Lake  area,  Calif,  p.  D293 


3.  INEDRMATION.  Received  from  the  Government  Operations  Committee  a  report  of 
additional  views  on  H.  R.  2767,  with  respect  to  the  authority  of  Federal 
offi^rs  and  agencies  to  withhold  information  and  limit  the  availabilit 
(H.  Rept.  1461).  p.  5522 


of 


4.  COTTON.  ReK  Flynt  stated  that  if  the  consumption  of  cotton  in  1958"  is  below 
eight  millioh.  bales,  as  estimated,  "our  cotton  farmers  and  our  textile  mills 
will  be  seriously  hurt,"  and  inserted  an  article,  "Recession  in/Textiles." 
pp.  5509-10 


c 


5.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Rej>,  Thompson,  N.  J.,  urged  support  of  the  U.  N.  Educational, 
Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organization  as  a  means  of  promoting  greater  under¬ 
standing  among  the  natib^is.  pp.  5515-18 


6.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  conference  report  on  the 
road  authorization  bill  would„be  considered  Thurs/,  Apr.  3.  p.  5488 


.SENATE 


/ 

conference  report  on  S.  497,  the  rivers 
5412-13,  5432,  5451-77).  Sens,  dis- 
in  the  bill  as  reported  to  State 
,  the  standards  by  which  such 


7.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Agreed,  52  to  11,  to  tne 
and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill  (pp': 
cussed  the  relation  of  certain  provisi< 
water  rights  laws  (pp.  5451-8,  5468-9, 

projects  were  approved  for  inclusion' (pp.  5459-62,  5469-72),  the  distribution 
of  electric  power  from  such  projects,  including  the  public  preference  clause 
and  a  State's  claim  to  power  produced  within  itV  boundaries  (pp.  5463-8),  and  ( 
the  cost-benefit  ratio  (pp.  5468-9)  . 

Received  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers  an  interim\eport  on  the  Blackstone 
River  Basin,  R.  I.  (S.  Doc.,  87).  p.  5479 


8.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Murray  criticized  the  Department1 
program  for  fostering  off-farm  employment,  pp.  5411-12 


rural  development 


9.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS^  Sen.  Proxmire  criticized  the  Secretary '  s\st at ement  on 
price  levels  and  production,  and  inserted  the  analysis  and  suggestions  of 
Dr.  W.  W.  Cochrane,  "Making  A  Dairy  Program  Work."  pp.  5419-21 


10.  RETIREMENT, 
of  certaii 
pp.  5444: 


>enate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  72,  to  increase  the 
'civil  service  annuitants.  House  conferees  have  not  been 


app 


mnuities 
nted. 


11. 


PUBLIC/'VJORKS.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  an  amendment  to  S.  3497,  the  community 
facplities  loan  bill  to  include  civil  defense  facilities.  p.  5396 

Sen.  Kefauver  expressed  regret  at  the  postponement  of  S.  3497  and  inserted 
betters  from  Tenn.  local  officials  favoring  passage  of  the  bill.  pp.  5406-7 
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April  2,  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  9821] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 
fiEC.  1.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS. 

(a)  ( 1 )  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the  purpose  oj 
carrying  out  the  provisions  oj  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  1 1 , 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereo  f  and  supplementary 
thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  oj  $900,- 
000,000  jor  the  jiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the  sum  oj 
$925 ,000,000  for  the  jiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein 
authorized  for  each  jiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  asjollows: 

(A.)  4-5  per  centum  jor  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  jor  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system. 

( C )  25  per  centum  jor  projects  on  extensions  oj  these  systems 
within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law 
and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  jorth  in  section  4  oj  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  oj  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  0 $  Stat.  838). 
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(b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — Any  sums  apportioned  to 
any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  available  jor  expenditure  in  that 
State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended 
at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums 
herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State  is  covered  by  formal  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or 
improvements  of  specific  projects  as  provided  in  this  Act  and  prior  Acts: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those  sums  heretofore,  herein,  or 
hereafter  apportioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any 
State,  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications, 
estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  construction 
of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified 
statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans, 
design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards 
and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category  ap¬ 
proved  by  him:  Provided  further ,  That  such  approval  shall  not  be  given 
unless  such  standards  and  procedures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
set  forth  in  section  1  ( b )  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950:  And 
provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing  provisos  shall 
be  construed  to  relieve  any  State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law 
relative  to  maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his 
obligation  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after  construction  of 
each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of  the  estimated  and 
actual  cost  of  construction  of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  cr  urban  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or 
by  modification  of  ihe  formal  project  agreement  shall  be  credited  to  the 
same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  previously  apportioned 
to  the  State  and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  Additional  Authorization  of  Appropriation  of  Federal- 
Aid  Primary,  Secondary,  and  Urban  Funds. 

(a)  Amount  and  Apportionment.— For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto, ' 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  SO,  1959,  $400,000,000  in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  au¬ 
thorized  for  such  fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned:  (A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  high¬ 
way  system,  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  and  ( C )  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas  among  the  several  States  immediately 
upon  enactment  of  this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in 
accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  °f  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  ( 58  Stat.  838), 
using  the  same  percentage  distribution  as  was  used  in  the  apportionment 
of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  heretofore  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959. 

(b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — The  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  section  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
pursuant  to  contracts  awarded  or  work  commenced  by  the  State  highway 
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departments  prior  to  December  1 ,  1958,  for  completion  of  construction 
prior  to  December  l,  1959,  subject  to  delays  caused  by  circumstances  and 
conditions  beyond  the  control  of,  and  without  the  fault  of  any  contractor 
on  such  contracts,  and  delays  created  by  acts  of  God.  Any  amounts 
apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of  this  section  remaining  un¬ 
expended  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  covered  by  contracts  awarded 
or  work  commenced  prior  to  December  1 ,  1958,  and  on  account  of  which 
formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  are  entered  into 
prior  to  January  1,  1959,  for  specific  projects. 

(c)  Expenditure  Without  Limitation  as  to  System.— The  sums 
apportioned  under  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for 
projects  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  systems,  including 
extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas,  without  limitation  as  to 
the  amount  of  any  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  appor- 
•tioned  for  projects  on  any  system. 

J  ( d )  Federal  Share. — The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  66%  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof  plus, 
in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands 
and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per 
centum  of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  a  percentage  of  the  remaining 
38 %  per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided,  That  such  Federal  share 
payable  on  any  project  in  any  State  shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of 
the  total  cost  of  such  project. 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriation  for  Increasing  Federal 
Share. — For  the  purpose  of  assisting  any  State  in  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  for  State  funds  to  match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $1 15,000,000,  which  sum  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any  State  to  increase  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  of  any  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  the  amount  of  such 
increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall  not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s 
•*hare  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 

J  (J)  Repayment  of  Amounts  Used  to  Increase  Federal  Share. — - 
The  total  amount  of  such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are  made 
pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  above,  shall  be  repaid  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  by  making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts  so  expended  for 
projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system,  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  and  extensions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas 
in  two  equal  annual  installments  from  the  amounts  available  to  such 
State  for  expenditure  on  such  highways  under  any  apportionment  of 
funds  herein  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1961  and  June  80,  1962. 

(; g )  Contract  Authority. — Approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
of  any  project  on  account  of  which  the  Federal  share  is  increased  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in  the  Federal 
share,  and  its  expenditure  shall  be  governed  by  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section. 

(h)  Declaration  of  Intent. — It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  intent 
of  the  Congress  that  the  sum  authorized  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
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shall  be  supplementary  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  heretofore  or 
herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary 
systems,  including  extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas,  and 
is  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  immediate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of 
highway  construction  on  these  systems  beyond  that  being  accomplished 
with  funds  heretofore  authorized. 

SEC.  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS 
AND  TRAILS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  28  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1921 
(j.2  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  additional  sum  of  $5 ,000 ,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of  $83 ,000 ,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  80,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961 ;  and 
(2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  additional  sum  of  $5 ,000 ,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of  $30 ,000 ,000  forC' 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961:  Pro-'- 
vided,  That,  with  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction 
of  a  timber  access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a  place 
convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with 
notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for 
adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control 
facilities:  Provided  further,  That  the  additional  sum  authorized  under 
this  subsection  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  shall  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  and 
Puerto  Rico  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act:  Provided  further, 
Thai  the  additional  amount  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  SO,  1959,  and  the  amounts  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961, 
shall  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Puerto 
Rico  in  the  same  percentage  as  the  amounts  apportioned  for  expenditure 
in  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  from  funds  authorized  for  forest 
highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1958:  And  provided  further 
That  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  a  State  may  use  notS 
to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  per  centum  of  the  amounts  appor¬ 
tioned  to  such  State  under  section  1  hereof  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  for  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvement  of  forest  highways  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems  and  such  sums  may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner 
as  funds  authorized  by  this  section. 

(b)  Forest  Highways  Study. — The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in 
cooperation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  appropriate  officers 
of  each  State  containing  a  national  forest,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  shall  make  a  study  to  determine — 

(7)  the  roads  of  primary  importance  to  a  State,  county,  or  com¬ 
munity  which  are  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a  national  forest 
and  have  not  been  designated  as  forest  highways; 

(2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  construction  of  all  desig¬ 
nated  forest  highways; 

(8 )  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1962, 
and  for  each  of  the  nine  succeeding  fiscal  years  to  survey,  construct, 
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reconstruct,  and  maintain  (A)  roads  described  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of 
this  subsection  if  such  roads  were  forest  highways,  and  (B)  roads 
designated  as  forest  highways,  in  accordance  with  a  program  to  be 
recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  after  consultation  with 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  and 

( 4 )  the  method  by  which  the  amounts  determined  pursuant  to 
paragraph  ( 3 )  of  this  subsection  should  be  apportioned  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  the  several  Stales,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

7  he  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the  results  of  such  study  to  the 
President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1 ,  I960. 


SEC.  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  Parks,  etc. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in 
national  jiarks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national 

miarks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
’ *roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$18 ,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which  title 
is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and 
roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat. 
750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $12,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design 
of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of 
mCommerce. 


For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  10  of  the 
Federal- Aid,  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public 
lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $1 ,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and 
the  sum  of  $3 ,000 ,000 for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 1960,  and 
June  30,  1961. 


SEC.  6.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS, 
ETC. 

Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways,  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and 
public  lands  highways  shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment, 
or  a  date  not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required:  Provided, 
That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two  years  after  the  close  of  the 
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fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary  oj  the  depart¬ 
ment  charged  with  the  administration  oj  such  funds  is  hereby  granted 
authority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  in  contracts 
under  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a 
contractual  obligation  oj  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  oj  the 
cost  thereof,  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized  for 
any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall  have  been  obligated. 
Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of  final  voucher  or  modification 
of  project  authorization  shall  be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated 
authorizations  and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations  for  Interstate* 
System. — Section  108  ( b )  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  195 (Km 
(70  Stat.  37 j)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the  purpose  of  ex¬ 
pediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of 
necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  Interstate  System,  including  exten¬ 
sions  thereof  through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  19 jj  (58  Stat. 
838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
$1 ,000 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  which  sum  shall 
be  in  addition  to  the  authorization  heretofore  made  for  that  year,  the 
additional  sum  of  $ 1 ,700 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1958, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  SO,  1960,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1961,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1963,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  196 j,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  the  additional 
sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  thef 
additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1967 \ 
the  additional  sum  of  $1 ,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1968,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $1 ,025,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1969.” 

(b)  Apportionments. — Any  portion  of  the  additional  sum  authorized 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1959,  by  section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by  this  section,  that  has  not  been 
apportioned  heretofore  shall  be  apportioned  immediately  upon  enactment 
of  this  Act,  using  certifications  previously  furnished  by  the  States  pursuant 
to  section  108  (j)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  and  using  the 
same  percentage  distributions  as  were  used  heretofore  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  authorized  by  section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959. 

SEC.  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING  THE 
INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  in  each  State, 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  7,  1958,  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1 08  (d)  of  the  Act  approved 
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June  29,  1956  {70  Slat.  874),  and  published  as  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  800,  Eighty  -fi  fth  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby  approved  as 
the  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the 
Interstate  System,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1960. 

Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal-Aid  Highway  Funds  for 
Fiscal  Years  1959  and  1960. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  209  { g )  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956  {70  Stat.  374),  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized,  and  directed  to  apportion  among 
the  several  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  all  of  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and.  1960,  for  the  Interstate  System  and  the 
Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems,  including  exten¬ 
sions  thereof  within  urban  areas. 

Sec.  10.  Payments  for  Stockpiled  Materials. — The  first  sentence 
of  the  second  paragraph  of  section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  November  9,  1921  {42  Stat.  212),  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “plus  the  United  States  pro 
rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  materials  which  have  been  stockpiled  in  the 
vicinity  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction  in  conformity  to  said  plans 
and  specifications” . 

Sec.  1 1 .  Subsection  {a)  of  section  111  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  {a)  Availability  of  Federal  Funds  for  Reimbursement  to 
States. — Subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  this  section,  whenever  a 
State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  necessitated 
by  the  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary 
systems  or  on  the  Interstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof  within 
urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be  used,  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such 
cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds  are  expended  on  the  project: 
Provided,  That  Federal  funds  shall  not  be  reimbursed  to  any  State  under 
this  section  when  the  payment  to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or 
violates  a  legal  contract  between  the  utility  and  the  State:  Provided,  further, 
That  such  reimbursement  shall  be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  shall  have  been  presented  to  him  substantiating  the  fact 
that  the  State  has  paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds  with  respect  to 
Federal-aid  highway  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1958  for  work,  including  relocation  of  utility  facilities.” 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  {70  Stat.  37 If)  is 
amended  by  renumbering  section  122  as  section  123  and  inserting  a  new 
section  122,  as  follows: 

“SEC.  122.  AREAS  ADJACENT  TO  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTE3I. 

“  (a)  National  Policy. — To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to 
protect  the  public  investment  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to 
encourage  and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System,  by  controlling  the  erection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices  adjacent  to  that 
system.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  cr  devices  within  six 
hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right-of-way  and  visible  from  the 
main-traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  constructed 
upon  any  part  of  right-of-way,  the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired 
subsequent  to  July  1,  1956,  should  be  regulated,  consistent  with  national 
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standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall 
include  only  the  following  four  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  advertising 
illegal  activities: 

“( 1 )  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that  are  required  or 
authorized  by  law. 

“(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon  which 
they  are  located. 

“(3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  or  per¬ 
mitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy 
and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising  activities  being  conducted,  at  a 
location  within  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs  are  located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  in  State 
law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and  standards  of  this 
section,  a,nd  designed  to  give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements. —  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  f 
enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  departments  (including  such\ « 
supplementary  agreements  as  may  be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  include  provi¬ 
sions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and  maintenance  of 
advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising  devices  in  conformity 
with  the  standards  established  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  and  may 
include,  among  other  things,  provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 
prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  development  of  view¬ 
points  for  scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  without  charge, 
and  the  erection  of  markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Upon  application  of 
the  State,  any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  consistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for  excluding 
from  application  of  the  national  standards  segments  of  the  Interstate 
System  which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities  wherein  the  use  of  real 
property  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal  regula¬ 
tion  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly 
established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial:  Provided,  however, 
That  any  such  segment  excluded  from  the  application  of  such  standards  d, 
shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  \ 
payable  on  account  thereof. 

“  (c)  Federal  Share.— Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  2 
of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  if  an  agreement 
pursuant  to  this  section  has  been  entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July 
1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized  under 
the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this  Act,  to  which  the  national  policy 
and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one-half  of  one  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost  that  may  be 
incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agreement:  Provided,  That  the  increase 
in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder  shall  be  paid  only  from 
appropriations  from  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
which  such  appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

“(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System  is  located  upon  or 
adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may  make  such  arrangements  and  enter  into  such 
agreements  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reser- 
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vations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national  policy  set  forth  in 
subsection  ( a )  of  this  section,  and  any  such  agency  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  cooperate  fully  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this 
connection. 

“(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  the 
right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of- 
way  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of  implementing 
this  section,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay 
the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost:  Provided,  That  reimbursement  to 
the  State  shall  be  made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which 
does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such  project.’’ 

Sec.  13.  Public  Hearings. — Section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  by  inserting  therein,  immediately  before 
the  colon  preceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon  and  the  following:  “and  any 
State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System 
project  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  that  it  has  had  public 
hearings  at  a  convenient  location,  or  has  afforded  the  opportunity  for  such 
hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  persons  in  rural  areas  through  or 
contiguous  to  whose  property  the  highway  will  pass  to  express  any  objec¬ 
tions  they  may  have  to  the  proposed  location  of  such  highway” . 

SEC.  14.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS:  EFFEC¬ 
TIVE  DATE. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Boad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916 
together  with  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,  not 
inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be 
applicable  hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  15.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958” . 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal-Aid  Hoad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70 
Stat.  374),  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
Myron  V.  George, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Robt.  S.  Kerr, 

Albert  Gore, 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  amending  and  supplementing  the  Federal-Aid 
Koacl  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  to  the  text  of  the  House  bill  strikes  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House  recedes 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  a 
amendment.  The  differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the  substi-  V 
tute  agreed  to  in  the  conference  are  noted  in  the  following  outline 
except  for  incidental  minor  differences  made  necessary  by  reason  of 
technical  and  clerical  conforming  amendments. 

SECTION  2.  ADDITIONAL  AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATION  OF 
FEDERAL-AID  PRIMARY,  SECONDARY,  AND  URBAN  FUNDS 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  House  bill  comparable  to  section  2  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

(a)  Amount  and  apportionment 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  would  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  an  additional  $400,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  for  immediate  apportionment  for  projects  on 
the  ABC  systems  at  the  percentages  and  in  accordance  with  the  normal 
procedures  now  provided  by  law. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  2  of  the  proposed  conference  substitute  is 
the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(b)  Availability  j or  expenditure 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that  ' 
the  $400,000,000  shall  be  available  only  for  expenditure  on  contracts 
awarded  by  the  State  before  December  1,  1958,  which  provide  for 
completion  of  construction  before  December  1,  1959,  subject  to  delays 
not  the  fault  of  the  contractor  or  created  by  acts  of  God.  The  sub¬ 
section  also  provides  that  the  amount  apportioned  to  a  State  not  ex¬ 
pended  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse. 

Except  for  minor  technical  changes,  subsection  (b)  of  section  2  of 
the  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(c)  Expenditure  without  limitation  as  to  system 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that 
when  the  $400,000,000  has  been  apportioned,  a  State  may  spend  its 
share  of  these  funds  without  limitation  as  to  the  percentage  to  be 
utilized  on  any  one  system. 

Except  for  a  technical  amendment,  the  proposed  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
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(< d )  Federal  share 

Subsection  (d)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  the  funds  for 
which  are  provided  out  of  the  $400,000,000  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  70  percent  and  thus  the  State’s  share  will  be  30  percent. 
A  provision  for  increasing  the  Federal  share  up  to  95  percent  of  the 
total  cost  in  States  having  more  than  5  percent  public  lands  and 
nontaxable  Indians  lands  is  also  included  in  this  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  of  section  2  of  the  proposed  conference  substitute  is 
the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that  the  Federal  share 
shall  not  exceed  66%  percent. 

(e)  Authorization  of  appropriation  for  increasing  Federal  share 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  $115,000,000  which  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  the 
guilds  for  which  are  provided  in  this  section  when  the  State  requests 
such  increase  in  the  Federal  share.  The  increase  in  the  Federal  share 
is  limited  to  not  to  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost 
of  the  project. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  2  of  the  conference  substitute  is  the  same 
as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(/)  Repayment  oj  amounts  used  to  increase  Federal  share 

Subsection  (f)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that 
if  the  Federal  share  is  increased  under  subsection  (e),  the  Federal 
Government  shall  be  reimbursed  by  deducting  the  amount  of  the 
increase  in  two  equal  installments  from  the  amounts  to  be  made 
available  to  the  State  under  the  apportionments  for  ABC  systems  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1961,  and  June  30,  1962. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  subsection  (f)  of  section  2  of  the 
proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

( g )  Contract  authority 

Subsection  (g)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  a  project  under  this  section 
.shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government 
'for  the  payment  of  the  increased  Federal  share  and  further  provides 
that  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  This  language  is  a  technical  requirement  made  necessary 
because  the  funds  being  advanced  are  not  to  be  distributed  by 
apportionment. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  the  proposed  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(h)  Declaration  of  intent 

Subsection  (h)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  declares  it  to 
be  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  $400,000,000  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  and  not  in  place  of  any  other  money 
authorized  for  the  ABC  systems  and  that  the  purpose  of  providing 
this  $400,000,000  is  to  immediately  accelerate  construction  on  the 
ABC  systems,  beyond  that  being  accomplished  with  the  funds  now 
authorized . 

Except  for  technical  changes,  the  proposed  conference  substitute 
is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
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SECTION  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND 

TRAILS 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Senate  amendment  authorizes 
appropriations  for  forest  highways  and  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails.  It  differs  from  the  House  bill  in  that  it  provides  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  forest 
highways.  The  House  bill  does  not  provide  such  an  authorization. 
The  proposed  conference  substitute  would  authorize  an  additional 
$5,000,000  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959.  The  Senate  amendment  provides  $36,000,000  for  such  high¬ 
ways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30, 
1961.  The  equivalent  provision  in  the  House  hill  is  an  authorization 
of  $30,000,000  for  such  highways  for  such  fiscal  years.  The  proposed 
conference  substitute  authorizes  $33,000,000  for  such  highways  for d 
such  fiscal  years.  The  Senate  amendment  provides  for  the  fiscal  year* 
ending  June  30,  1959,  an  additional  authorization  of  $13,000,000  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails.  The  House  hill  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  such  an  authorization.  The  proposed  conference  substitute  would 
authorize  an  additional  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  authorized  $34,000,000  for  such  roads  and  trails  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961.  In  connection 
with  the  Senate  amendment  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
the  Forest  Service  is  requested  to  give  due  cognizance  to  the  need  to 
provide  all  weather  roads  to  recreational  areas  under  Federal  juris¬ 
diction.  The  House  bill  provides  $28,500,000  for  such  roads  and  trails 
for  such  fiscal  years.  The  proposed  conference  substitute  provides 
$30,000,000.  The  Senate  amendment  provides  that  with  respect  to 
any  proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber-access  road 
advisory  public  hearings  “may”  be  held.  The  House  bill  with  respect 
to  such  proposed  timber-access  roads  provides  that  advisory  hearings 
“shall”  be  held.  The  proposed  conference  substitute  adopts  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  3  of  the  Sei  ate  amendment  also  provides  that  in  apportion-J 
ing  the  funds  for  forest  highways  authorized  under  this  section  for" 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1959,  1960,  and  1961,  the  same  percentage 
shall  be  apportioned  to  each  State,  Alaska,  ar  d  Puerto  Rico  as  was 
apportioned  from,  the  funds  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the 
fiscal  j'ear  ending  June  30,  1958.  The  House  bill  provides  that  the 
apportionment  for  forest  highways  for  fiscal  years  ending  June  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute,  except  for  technical  changes, 
is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Senate  amendment  further  provides 
that  a  State  may  transfer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5 
percent  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  it  under  the  first  section  of  this 
act  (relating  to  apportionments  for  the  ABC  systems)  to  augment  its 
apportionment  for  forest  highways  and  when  transferred  such  sums 
may  be  expended  as  any  other  funds  authorized  for  forest  highwaj7 
purposes. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute,  except  for  technical  changes, 
is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 
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(6)  Forest  highways 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Senate  amendment  requires  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  a  study  in  cooperation  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  officers  of  each  State  containing  a  national  forest,  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  to  determine 
forest  roads  of  primary  importance,  including  those  within,  adjoining, 
or  adjacent  to  national  forests,  which  have  not  been  designated  as 
forest  highways,  together  with  the  amounts  necessary  for  survey,  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  for  10  fiscal  years  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  commencing  July  1,  1961,  and  the  method  by 
which  such  amounts  should  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  and  re¬ 
quires  a  report  to  be  made  to  the  President  and  Congress  on  or  before 
January  1,  1960.  The  House  bill  contains  no  comparable  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment, 
except  for  certain  technical  amendments,  the  principal  one  being  to 
include  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  group  to  cooperate  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  making  the  study,  recommendations,  and 
report. 

SECTION  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  parks,  etc. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  House  bill  authorizes  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $16,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 

1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  for  roads  and  trails  in  national  parks.  The 
Senate  amendment  provides  an  increase  of  $4,000,000  over  this  amount 
thus  authorizing  $20,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year  for  roads  and 
trails  in  national  parks. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  authorizes  the  appropriation 
of  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30, 

1961,  for  roads  and  trails  in  national  parks. 

(c)  Indian  reservations  and  lands 

Subsection  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  House  bill  is  the  same  as  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  section  4  of  the  Senate  amendment,  both  relating  to  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges,  with  the  exception  that  the  House  bill 
provides  for  the  "construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance”  of 
roads  and  bridges  on  Indian  reservations  and  lands  and  the  Senate 
amendment  provides  for  the  "construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement”  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

SECTION  5.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Section  4  of  the  House  bill  relating  to  public  lands  highways  author¬ 
izes  the  appropriation  of  $2,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961.  The  Senate  amendment  provides 
an  authorization  of  an  additional  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  the  appropriation  of  $4,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  authorizes  an  additional 
$1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  authorizes 
the  appropriation  of  $3,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961. 
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SECTION  7 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provision  comparable  to  section  7  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations  for  Interstate  System 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  7  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section 

108  (b)  (relating  to  the  authorization  of  appropriations  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  to  increase  the  authorization  presently  contained 
in  that  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  by  $200,000,000 
and  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  by 
an  additional  $300,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal  year.  This  would  be 
a  total  increase  in  authorization  for  the  Interstate  System  for  these  3 
fiscal  years  of  $800,000,000.  The  total  authorization  for  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  would  thus  be  $2.2  billion;  for  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  $2.5  billion;  and  for  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961, 
$2.5  billion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(b)  Apportionments 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  7  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides  that 
the  additional  $200,000,000  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  for  the  Interstate  System  shall  be  apportioned  immediately 
upon  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment,  except  for  technical  amendments. 

SECTION  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING  THE 

INTERSTATE  SYSTEM 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  comparable  to  section  8  of  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Section  8  of  the  Senate  amendment  approves  as  the  basis  for  making 
the  apportionment  of  funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  the  estimate  of  cost  for  completing 
such  Interstate  System  which  was  transmitted  to  Congress  January  7, 
1958,  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  accordance  with  section  108  (d) 
of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

SECTION  9.  APPORTIONMENT  OF  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  FUNDS  FOR 

FISCAL  YEARS  1959  AND  1960 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  comparable  to  section  9  of  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Section  9  of  the  Senate  amendment  has  the  effect  of  suspending  for 
the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  the  operation  of  section  209  (g)  of  the 
Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956,  which  requires  the  adjustment  of 
apportionments  whenever  amounts  in  the  highway  trust  fund  are  not 
sufficient  to  defray  expenditures  required  to  be  made  from  that  fund. 
It  further  requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  apportion  among 
the  several  States  all  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959 
and  1960  for  the  Interstate  System  and  the  ABC  s37stems. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 
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SECTION  10.  PAYMENTS  FOR  STOCKPILED  MATERIALS 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  comparable  to  section  10  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  10  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  13  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  approved  November  9,  1921,  to  provide  that 
progress  payments  made  hi  connection  with  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  projects  may  include  the  United  States  pro  rata  share  of  the 
value  of  materials  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or 
reconstruction  in  conformity  with  the  approved  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions  for  incorporation  in  such  projects. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  the  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  section  10  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  11 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  comparable  to  section  11  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  11  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends 
section  111  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  by  adding 
a  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  which  would  require  that  reimbursement 
for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  necessitated  by  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  Federal-aid  highway  project  be  made  only  after  evidence 
has  been  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  that  the  State  paid 
such  cost  from  its  own  funds  and  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  of  that 
fact  by  that  evidence.  Except  for  this  new  proviso,  this  section  con¬ 
tinues  in  effect  the  present  law  as  set  forth  in  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  insofar  as  Federal  funds  are  used  for  reimbursement  to 
the  various  States  for  then'  payment  of  the  cost  of  utility  relocation. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  11  of  the  Senate  amendment  makes  the 
proviso  added  to  section  111  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1956  applicable  only  with  respect  to  those  Federal-Aid  Highway 
projects  for  which  funds  are  obligated  for  work,  including  relocation 
of  utility  facilities,  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  except  that  certain  technical  amendments  were  made,  and  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  section  11  of  the  Senate  amendment  are 
made  a  part  of  a  new  proviso  added  to  section  111  (a)  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

SECTION  12 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  comparable  to  section  12  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  12  of  the  Senate  amendment  would  renumber  existing 
section  122  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  as  section  123 
and  would  insert  after  the  existing  section  121  of  such  act  of  1956  a 
new  section  122. 

Subsection  (a)  of  this  new  section  122  states  as  a  new  national  policy 
that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  and  assist  the  States  to 
control  the  use  of  and  improve  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  by  controlling  outdoor  advertising  in  those  areas.  It  specifies 
as  national  policy  that  outdoor  advertising  along  Interstate  System 
highways  which  is  visible  from  the  main  portion  of  the  highway  and 
within  a  distance  of  660  feet  should  be  regulated  consistent  with 
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standards  to  be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  which  shall  include  only  the  following  4  types  of  signs:  (1) 
directional  or  other  official  signs  and  notices  required  or  authorized 
by  law;  (2)  signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  property  upon  which 
they  are  located;  (3)  signs  permitted  by  State  law  advertising  activ¬ 
ities  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at  which  the  signs  are  located  which 
signs  are  consistent  with  the  national  policy  and  standards;  and  (4) 
signs  designed  to  give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  travel¬ 
ing  public  which  are  erected  pursuant  to  State  law  and  which  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  standards.  It  is  the  intent  of  this 
subsection  to  eliminate  all  signs  advertising  illegal  activities.  The 
application  of  subsection  (a)  is  restricted  to  rights-of-way  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to 
July  1,  1956. 

Subsection  (b)  of  such  new  section  122  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  departments 
to  carry  out  the  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  Interstate  System.  Any  such  agreement  would  include 
provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising  devices  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  standards  established  under  subsection  (a).  It 
further  provides  that  upon  the  application  of  any  State  any  such  agree¬ 
ment  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  exclude 
from  the  application  of  the  national  standards  set  forth  in  subsection 
(a)  of  this  new  section  122,  those  portions  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  pass  through  municipalities  wherein  the  use  of  real  property 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  municipal  regulation 
and  control,  or  which  traverse  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly 
established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial.  Subsection  (b) 
further  provides  that  any  section  of  the  Interstate  System  so  excluded 
from  the  application  of  the  standards  provided  under  authority  of 
subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  increase  of  the 
Federal  share  payable  because  of  the  control  of  advertising  on  the 
Interstate  System. 

Subsection  (c)  of  such  new  section  122  provides  that  if  an  agreement 
to  control  advertising  is  entered  into  between  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  any  State  pursuant  to  this  section  before  July  1,  1961,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate 
System  within  that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized  under 
section  108  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  to  which  this  new 
national  policy  shall  apply  shall  be  increased  by  one-half  of  1  percent 
of  the  total  cost  thereof.  This  in  effect  would  increase  the  Federal 
share  for  payment  on  the  Interstate  System  to  90}£  percent.  This 
subsection  further  provides  that  the  increased  one-half  of  1  percent 
shall  be  paid  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  and  such  appropriations  are  authorized  by  the  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  of  such  new  section  122  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  agency  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  lands  and  reservations  of  the  United  States  which  are  public 
in  nature  and  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  to  carry  out  the 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  It  further  authorizes 
and  directs  any  such  agency  to  fully  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 
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Subsection  (e)  provides  that  whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by 
purchase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertis¬ 
ing  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  on  a  project  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  policy  set  forth  in 
this  new  section  122  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be  considered 
as  a  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  project  with  the  limitation 
that  Federal  funds  not  in  excess  of  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  right- 
of-way  for  such  project  may  be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  the 
acquisition  of  such  adjacent  area. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

SECTION  13.  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  House  bill  comparable  to  section  13  of 
the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  13  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section  116  (c)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  by  inserting  language  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  whenever  a  State  highway  department  submits  plans  for 
an  Interstate  System  project  in  a  rural  area  it  shall  certify  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  held  a  public  hearing  within 
that  rural  area  at  a  convenient  location  or  afforded  an  opportunity 
for  such  hearing  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  testimony  from  interested 
persons  within  the  rural  area  through  or  by  whose  property  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  project  will  pass. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  the  proposed  conference  substi¬ 
tute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

Under  the  conference  agreement  the  title  of  the  bill  is  “An  Act  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

George  H.  Fallon. 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
Myron  V.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

o 


Ipril  2,  1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


5483 


thb$e  colleagues  of  ours,  who  recently  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill  vital  to  our  national  se¬ 
curity  Together  they  placed  before  the 
Congress  a  measure  which  is  designed 
to  strengthen  our  defense. 

I  want  t\ join  with  them  in  their  effort 
to  cut  dowh,  waste  and  duplication  in 
the  PentagonWhile  at  the  same  time  in¬ 
creasing  efficiency  and  doing  away  with 
impediments  to\progress  and  decision 
while  reducing  defense  cost. 

A  major  question^onfronting  our  Na¬ 
tion  today,  one  on  winch  we  must  cofne 
to  a  decision,  deals  with  our  national- 
defense  forces,  their  composition  and 
organization. 

This  duty  was  placed  ujbon  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Constitution,  ai^d  on  Con¬ 
gress  this  responsibility  rests.  Nl  applaud 
the  gentlemen  who  introduced  'this  bill, 
which  I  sincerely  consider  to  be  a  most 
sound  and  valid  proposition.  Thei5t  pro¬ 
posals  would  assure  the  necessary  Stpps 
so  as  to  provide  military  forces  and 
ganization  of  maximum  strength. 

This  bill  takes  essential  steps  in  sev-  ' 
eral  areas  in  which  I  believe  action  is  re¬ 
quired. 

The  reduction  in  the  number  of  depu¬ 
ties,  assistants,  deputies  to  deputies  and 
assistants,  and  assistants  to  deputies 
and  assistants  will  be  an  essential  move 
to  clear  a  straight  path  for  direction  and 
decision  through  the  administrative 
maze  which  now  exists  in  the  Pentagon. 

But  this  is  not  enough.  Merely  to  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  the  superiors  in  the 
Pentagon  is  not  sufficient.  The  vast 
number  of  employees,  concentrated  in 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  the  last 
few  years,  must  also  be  reduced.  Oth¬ 
erwise,  the  purpose  to  increase  efficiency 
will  be  thwarted  as  effectively  as  it  is 
now.  The  Vinson-Arends-Kilday  bill 
places  a  realistic  maximum,  600,  on 
the  number  of  such  employees. 

Once  this  reduction  in  the  number  of 
Assistant  Secretaries  and  employees  is 
effected  we  will  remove  a  hindrance  to 
progress  and  will  facilitate  decision. 
This  organization  now  delves  into  and 
interferes  with  the  military  services  in 
the  performance  of  their  respective  mis¬ 
sions.  In  the  reduced  organization,  they 
mass  of  trivia  now  forced  upon  the  Sec 
retary  of  Defense  will  be  largely  done 
away  with.  Instead,  the  Secretary^  of 
Defense  will  be  able  to  devote  hi/*' time 
and  attention  to  matters  approbate  to 
his  position  and  responsibility/  At  the 
same  time  the  military  departments 
will  be  freed  of  harassment  to  devote 
their  time  to  defending  /bur  country, 
with'  the  military  departments  admin¬ 
istered  as  the  law  presently  provides, 
and  this  for  the  first  .time  in  years. 

The  Joint  Chiefs/of  Staff  will  have 
their  control  overt  our  unified  forces 
strengthened — leaving  no  question  as  to 
authority  in  this  matter.  A  provision 
facilitating  ana  emphasizing  the  delega¬ 
tion  of  administrative  duties  is  included 
in  this  bill;  assuring  the  Joint  Chiefs 
adequate/^ssistance  in  the  performance 
of  their/auties.  ' 

Of  great  importance,  I  believe,  is  the 
provision  restoring  the  Comptroller  of 
th/Department  of  Defense  to  the  posi¬ 
tion  intended  in  the  law.  Under  this 
)ill  there  should  be  no  doubt  that  the 


Comptroller's  interest  is  in  fiscal  and 
financial  management  areas,  not  stra¬ 
tegic  and  military  operational  areas. 
This  would  clear  another  block  to  prog¬ 
ress  and  decision. 

I  am  proud  to  associate  myself  with 
the  purposes  and  provisions  of  this  bill. 
It  shows  the  keen  understanding  which 
we  all  know  these  gentlemen  possess, 
particularly  in  military  and  naval  mat¬ 
ters.  This  bill  represents  the  type  of 
constructive  legislative  leadership  which 
is  to  the  everlasting  credit  of  our  legis¬ 
lative  and  governmental  system. 

I  particularly  commend  this  bill  to 
the  attention  of  my  colleagues — it  builds 
upon  a  firm  foundation  which  is  tested. 
It  strengthens  the  sound  portions  and 
cuts  away  the  weak  areas.  I  urge  every¬ 
one  to  give  particular  consideration  to 
this  proposal. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL  NO. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Mr.  Speaker,  yOn 
rollcall  No.  38  I  am  recorded  as  absent.  I 
was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  l  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there/5bjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objectic 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  the  Record 
of  April  1  as  follows : 

In  the  third  column,  in  the  third  line 
from  the  b.o'ttom  of  page  5350,  delete  the 
third  line''  and  insert  instead  the  words 
“to  reduce  their  prices  and.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


STORY  OF  FREE  ENTERPRISE 

(Mr.  ALGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  rerharks  at  this 
>oint  in  the  Record.) 

,Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  my 
house,  if  we  are  to  spend  more  than  w'e 
earn\  I  know  I  will  have  to  borrow /the 
difference.  I  know,  too,  that  this  can 
not  go  on  indefinitely  for  my  credit  rat¬ 
ing  will  get  shakier  as  my  debts  mount. 

Mr.  Bernard  Baruch  told  us  yesterday 
that  precisely  the  same  principles  apply 
to  our  Government.  “A  tax  cut,”  he 
said,  “will  increase  the  deficit,  add  to  the 
debt,  and  further  weaken  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  credit.”  insisted  that  “we  re¬ 
ject  tax  reduction  ^nd  pump-priming 
proposals  which  require  deficit  financ¬ 
ing.”  That  is  th,e'  way  it  has  to  be  in 
my  house,  too;  and  the  heed  for  it  is  not 
a  bit  difficult  fefr  an  unsophisticated  fel¬ 
low  to  understand. 

Yet,  every' day  we  hear  eldquent  pleas 
in  Congress  for  simultaneous  cuts  in 
taxes — government  income — and  vast 
expansion  of  Government  spending, 
ostensibly  to  help  the  jobless^  As  j 
though  more  debt  could  cure  our  over-  : 
indebtedness.  Can  more  inflation  cure 
le  evils  of  inflation. 

Do  you  recall  the  story  about  the  fel-S 
low  who  asked  a  lad  if  he  would  sell  his 
disreputable-looking  dog? 

“Sure,  Mister,”  replied  the  youngster.  : 
“I  will  take  $1,000  for  him.” 

Muttering  about  smart-alecky  kids,  | 
the  man  left.  Next  day,  he  encountered 
the  boy  again  and  laughingly  asked: 
“Sell  your  dog,  kid?” 

“Yep." 

“Did  you  get  $1,000  for  him.” 

“Sure  did.” 

“Let’s  see  the  money.” 

To  which  the  boy  replied:  “Well,  I 
did  not  exactly  get  cash,  but  I  traded 
him  to  a  girl  for  two  $500  cats.” 

If  we  follow  the  course  many  poli¬ 
ticians  are  suggesting,  we  may  soon  be 
trading  in  $1,000  cats  and  dogs,  all  the 
while  avoiding  recession.  Sound  eco¬ 
nomic  principles  are  needed  now;  not 
playing  politics. 

Winston  Churchill  is  said  to  have  de¬ 
scribed  the  quality  most  essential  in  a 
politician  as  “the  ability  to  foretell  what 
will  happen  tomorrow,  next  month  and 
next  year — and  to  explain  afterward 
why  it  did  not  happen.” 


FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958 

Mr.  FALLON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1591) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9821)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to 
the  text  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same 
with  an  amendment  as  follows:  In  lieu  of 
the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
Senate  amendment  insert  the  following : 

“Sec.  1.  Federal-aid  highways. 

"(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  appropriations: 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and  the 
sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961.  The  sums  herein  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows: 

“(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system. 

“(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 

Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system. 

“(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  exten¬ 
sions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas. 

“(2)  Apportionments:  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  by  this  section  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  In  section  4  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  De¬ 
cember  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) . 

“(b)  Availability  for  expenditure:  Any 
sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
that  State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are 
authorized,  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned 
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remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such 
period  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a 
sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  herein 
and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State  is 
covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  for  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvements  of  specific  proj¬ 
ects  as  provided  in  this  Act  and  prior  Acts: 
Provided  further,  That  in  the  case  of  those 
sums  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  appor¬ 
tioned  to  any  State  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  any  State,  discharge  his  responsi¬ 
bility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications, 
estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design, 
inspection,  and  construction  of  such  second¬ 
ary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  ap¬ 
proving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State 
highway  department  setting  forth  that  the 
plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  proj¬ 
ects  are  in  accord  with  the  standards  and 
procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to  proj¬ 
ects  in  this  category  approved  by  him:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  such  approval  shall  not 
be  given  unless  such  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives 
set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950:  And  provided  further. 
That  nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing 
provisos  shall  be  construed  to  relieve  any 
State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law 
relative  to  maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obligation  with 
respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary 
system  or  the  location  of  projects  thereon,  to 
make  a  final  inspection  after  construction  of 
each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate 
showing  of  the  estimated  and  actual  cost  of 
construction  of  each  project.  Any  Federal- 
aid  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  re¬ 
leased  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher 
or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project 
agreement  shall  be  credited  to  the  same  class 
of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  pre¬ 
viously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be 
immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

“Sec.  2.  Additional  authorization  of  appro¬ 
priation  of  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  funds. 

“(a)  Amount  and  apportionment:  For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amenda¬ 
tory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
$400,000,000  in  addition  to  any  sums  here¬ 
tofore  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year.  The 
sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  apportioned: 
(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system,  (B)  30 
per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system,  and  (C)  25  per 
centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these 
systems  within  urban  areas  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  immediately  upon  enactment  of 
this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law 
and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838),  using  the  same  percentage 
distribution  as  was  used  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959. 

“(b)  Availability  for  expenditure:  The 
amounts  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in 
section  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  pursuant  to  contracts  awarded 
or  work  commenced  by  the  State  highway 
departments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  for 
completition  of  construction  prior  to  Decem¬ 
ber  1,  1959,  subject  to  delays  caused  by  cir¬ 
cumstances  and  conditions  beyond  the 
control  of,  and  without  the  fault  of  any 
contractor  on  such  contracts,  and  delays  cre¬ 
ated  by  acts  of  God.  Any  amounts  appor¬ 
tioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of  this 


section  remaining  unexpended  on  December 
1,  1958,  shall  lapse:  Provided,  That  such 
funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  when  covered  by  contracts  awarded 
or  work  commenced  prior  to  December  1, 
1958,  and  on  account  of  which  formal  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  are 
entered  into  prior  to  January  1,  1959,  for 
specific  projects. 

“(c)  Expenditure  without  limitation  as 
to  system:  The  sums  apportioned  under 
this  section  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  for  projects  on  the  primary  or  secondary 
Federal-aid  systems,  including  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas,  without 
limitation  as  to  the  amount  of  any  class 
of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  ap¬ 
portioned  for  projects  on  any  system. 

“(d)  Federal  share:  The  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  of  any  project  provided 
for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  not  exceed  66% 
per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof  plus, 
in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and 
unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  In¬ 
dian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding 
5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all  lands 
therein,  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  33% 
per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to  the  per¬ 
centage  that  the  area  of  such  lands  in  such 
State  is  of  its  total  area:  Provided,  That  such 
Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in  any 
State  shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of  the 
total  cost  of  such  project. 

“(e)  Authorization  of  appropriation  for 
increasing  Federal  share:  For  the  purpose  of 
assisting  any  State  in  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  for  State  funds  to  match  any  sums 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $115,000,- 
000  which  sum  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any 
State  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  any  project  provided  for  by 
funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section:  Provided,  That  the  amount 
of  such  increase  of  the  Federal  share  shall 
not  exceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of 
the  cost  of  such  project. 

“(f)  Repayment  of  amounts  used  to  in¬ 
crease  Federal  share:  The  total  amount  of 
such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are 
made  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  above,  shall 
be  repaid  to  the  Federal  Government  by 
making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the 
amounts  so  expended  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system,  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and 
extensions  of  such  systems  in  urban  areas 
in  two  equal  annual  installments  from  the 
amounts  available  to  such  State  for  expendi¬ 
ture  on  such  highways  under  any  appor¬ 
tionment  of  funds  herein  or  hereafter  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  therefor  for  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1961  and  June  30, 
1962. 

“(g)  Contract  authority:  Approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  of  any  project  on 
account  of  which  the  Federal  share  is  in¬ 
creased  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of 
such  increase  in  the  Federal  share,  and  its 
expenditure  shall  be  governed  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

“(h)  Declaration  of  intent:  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  intent  of  the  Congress 
that  the  sum  authorized  under  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  ^shall  be  supplementary 
to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum  here¬ 
tofore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure 
on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary 
systems,  including  extensions  of  these  sys¬ 
tems  within  urban  areas,  and  is  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  of  immediate  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  rate  of  highway  construction  on 
these  systems  beyond  that  being  accom¬ 
plished  with  funds  heretofore  authorized. 
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“Sec.  3.  Forest  highways  and  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails. 

"(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations:  For 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
additional  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of 
$33,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961;  and 
(2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
the  additional  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum 
of  $30,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961: 
Provided,  That,  with  respect  to  any  proposed 
construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber 
access  road,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be 
held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent  to 
the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction 
with  notice  and  reasonable  opportunity  for 
interested  persons  to  present  their  views  as 
to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of,  such 
construction  or  reconstruction:  Provided 
further,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for 
forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  also  be  available  for  adjacent 
vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 
water,  and  fire  control  facilities:  Provided 
further,  That  the  additional  sum  authorized 
under  this  subsection  for  forest  highways 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  shall 
be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  immediately  upon 
enactment  of  this  Act:  Provided  further, 
That  the  additional  amount  herein  author¬ 
ized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959, 
and  the  amounts  authorized  herein  for  for¬ 
est  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be 
apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 
Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  same  percentage 
as  the  amounts  apportioned  for  expenditure 
in  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  from 
funds  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958:  And  pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  when  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  a  State  may  use 
not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000  or  5  per 
centum  of  the  amounts  apportioned  to  such 
State  under  section  1  hereof  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June 
30,  1961,  for  the  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
tion,  or  improvement  of  forest  highways  on 
any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems  and 
such  sums  may  be  expended  in  the  same 
manner  as  funds  authorized  by  this  section. 

“(b)  Forest  highways  study:  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  appropri¬ 
ate  officers  of  each  State  containing  a  na¬ 
tional  forest,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  shall  make 
a  study  to  determine — 

“(1)  the  roads  of  primary  importance  to 
a  State,  county,  or  community  which  are 
within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a  national 
forest  and  have  not  been  designated  as  for¬ 
est  highways: 

"(2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete 
construction  of  all  designated  forest  high¬ 
ways; 

“(3)  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  for  each  of 
the  nine  succeeding  fiscal  years  to  survey, 
construct,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  (A) 
roads  described  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this 
subsection  if  such  roads  were  forest  high¬ 
ways,  and  (B)  roads  designated  as  forest 
highways,  in  accordance  with  a  program  to 
be  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  after  consultation  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture:  and 

“(4)  the  method  by  which  the  amounts 
determined  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3)  of 
this  subsection  should  be  apportioned  for 
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expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico. 

“The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the 
results  of  such  study  to  the  President  and 
the  Congress  on  or 'before  January  1,  1960. 

“Sec.  4.  Roads  and  trails  in  national  parks, 
etc. 

"(a)  National  parks,  etc.:  For  the  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement 
of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to 
be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument 
approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  I960,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

“(b)  Parkways:  For  the  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  and  improvement  of  parkways, 
authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to 
which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961. 

“(c)  Indian  reservations  and  lands:  For 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and 
bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1931:  Provided,  That 
the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any 
expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such 
construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

“Sec.  5.  Public  lands  highways. 

“For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  10  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reser¬ 
vations  the  additional  sum  of  $1,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the 
sum  of  $3,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961. 

“Sec.  6.  Special  provisions  for  Federal  domain 
roads,  etc. 

“Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest 
highways,  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  In¬ 
dian  roads,  and  public  lands  highways  shall 
be  available  for  contract  upon  apportion¬ 
ment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  one  year 
preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  no  apportionment 
is  required:  Provided,  That  any  amount  re¬ 
maining  unexpended  two  years  after  the  close 
of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall 
lapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department 
charged  with  the  administration  of  such 
funds  is  hereby  granted  authority  to  incur 
obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  in 
contracts  under  such  authorizations,  and 
his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a 
contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof, 
and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  when  so  obligated.  Any 
funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  author¬ 
ized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways, 
forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and 
public  lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the 
total  of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal 


year  and  previous  fiscal  years  since  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955, 
shall  have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such 
funds  released  by  payment  of  final  voucher 
or  modification  of  project  authorization  shall 
be  credited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  au¬ 
thorizations  and  be  immediately  available  for 
expenditure. 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization  of  appropriations 
for  interstate  system. 

“Section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘“(b)  Authorization  of  appropriations:  For 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of 
necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  including  extensions  thereof 
through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  the  additional  sum  of  $1,000,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  y6ar  ending  June  30,  1957, 
which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  heretofore  made  for  that  year, 
the  additional  sum  of  $1,700,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  the  additional 
sum  of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1960,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,500,000,000  ]  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1961, (the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1962,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  the 
additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  the  additional 
sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965,  the  additional  sum  of 
$2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1967,  the  additional  sum  of  $1,500,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and 
the  additional  sum  of  $1,025,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969.’  ” 

“(b)  Apportionments:  Any  portion  of  the 
additional  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  by  section  108  (b)  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as 
amended  by  this  section,  that  has  not  been 
apportioned  heretofore  shall  be  apportioned 
immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act, 
using  certifications  previously  furnished  by 
the  States  pursuant  to  section  108  (j)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  and  using 
the  same  percentage  distributions  as  were 
used  heretofore  in  the  apportionment  of 
funds  authorized  by  section  108  (b)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959. 

“Sec.  8.  Approval  of  estimate  of  cost  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  Interstate  System. 

“The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the 
Interstate  System  in  each  State,  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  on  January  7,  1958,  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  Act  approved 
June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  and  published 
as  House  Document  Numbered  300,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby  ap¬ 
proved  as  the  basis  for  making  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the 
Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960. 

“Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way-funds  for  fiscal  years  1959 
and  1960. 

“Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
209  (g)  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70 
Stat.  374) ,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among 
the  several  States  in  the  manner  provided  by 
law,  all  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal 
years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  and  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  systems,  including  exten¬ 
sions  thereof  within  urban  areas. 


“Sec.  10.  Payments  for  stockpiled  materials. 

“The  first  sentence  of  the  second  para¬ 
graph  of  section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act,  approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat. 
212) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  ‘plus 
the  United  States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value 
of  the  materials  which  have  been  stockpiled 
in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or  re¬ 
construction  in  conformity  to  said  plans  and 
specifications’. 

“Sec.  11. 

“Subsection  (a)  of  section  111  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(a)  Availability  of  Federal  funds  for  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States:  Subject  to  the  con¬ 
ditions  contained  in  this  section,  whenever 
a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of 
utility  facilities  necessitated  by  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  or  secondary  systems  or  on  the  In¬ 
terstate  System,  including  extensions  thereof 
within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in 
the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds  are 
expended  on  the  project:  Provided,  That 
Federal  funds  shall  not  be  reimbursed  to  any 
State  under  this  section  when  the  payment 
to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or 
violates  a  legal  contract  between  the  utility^ 
and  the  State:  Provided  further.  That  such 
reimbursement  shall  be  made  only  after  evi¬ 
dence  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  shall  have 
been  presented  to  him  substantiating  the 
fact  that  the  State  has  paid  such  cost  from 
its  own  funds  with  respect  to  Federal-aid 
highway  projects  for  which  Federal  funds 
are  obligated  subsequent  to  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1958  for  work,  including  relocation  of  utility 
facilities.’ 

“Sec.  12. 

“The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70 
Stat.  374)  is  amended  by  renumbering  sec¬ 
tion  122  as  section  123  and  inserting  a  new 
section  122,  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  122.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System. 

*“(a)  National  policy:  To  promote  the 
safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  pub¬ 
lic  travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce  and  to  protect  the  public  investment 
in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
in  the  public  interest  to  encourage  and  assist 
the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  im¬ 
prove  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  by  controlling  the  erection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays, 
and  devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is 
hereby  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor 
advertising  signs,  displays,  or  devices  within 
six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the 
right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main- 
traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the  Interstate 
System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right- 
of-way,  the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired 
subsequent  to  July  1,  1956,  should  be  regu¬ 
lated,  consistent  with  national  standards  to 
be  prepared  and  promulgated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  which  shall  include  only  the  following 
four  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  advertising 
illegal  activities: 

“  ‘(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or 
nptlces  that  are  required  or  authorized  by  law. 

“  ‘(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
the  property  upon  which  they  are  located. 

“  ‘(3)  Signs  6rected  or  maintained  pursu¬ 
ant  to  authorization  or  permitted  under 
State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  and  standards  of  this  section, 
advertising  activities  being  conducted  at  a 
location  within  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at 
which  such  signs  are  located. 

“‘(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursu¬ 
ant  to  authorization  in  State  law  and  not 
inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to 
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give  Information  In  the  specific  Interest  of 
the  traveling  public. 

“‘(b)  Agreements:  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  State  highway  departments  (including 
such  supplementary  agreements  as  may  be 
necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national  policy 
set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
with  respect  to  the  Interstate  System  with¬ 
in  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall  in¬ 
clude  provisions  for  regulation  and  control 
of  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  adver¬ 
tising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising 
devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  es¬ 
tablished  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a) 
and  may  include,  among  other  things,  pro¬ 
visions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty, 
prevention  of  erosion,  landscaping,  reforesta¬ 
tion,  development'  of  viewpoints  for  scenic 
attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  without  charge,  and  the  erection  of  mark¬ 
ers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of 
areas  in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical 
significance.  Upon  application  of  the  State, 
any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  national  policy,  provide  for  ex¬ 
cluding  from  application  of  the  national 
standards  segments  of  the  Interstate  System 
which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  is  subject  to  munici¬ 
pal  regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse 
other  areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly  es¬ 
tablished  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  com¬ 
mercial:  Provided,  however.  That  any  such 
segment  excluded  from  the  application  of 
such  standards  shall  not  be  considered  in 
computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  thereof. 

“‘(c)  Federal  share:  Notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  if  an 
agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been 
entered  into  with  any  State  prior  to  July  1, 
1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  with¬ 
in  that  State  provided  for  by  funds  author¬ 
ized  under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of 
this  Act,  to  which  the  national  policy  and 
the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by 
one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost 
thereof,  not  including  any  additional  cost 
that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  agreement:  Provided,  That  the  increase 
In  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  here¬ 
under  shall  be  paid  only  from  appropria¬ 
tions  from  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  which  such  appropriations 
are  hereby  authorized. 

‘“(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  located  upon  or  adjacent  to 
any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the 
United  States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  make  such  arrangement?  and  enter  into 
such  agreements  with  the  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  such  lands  or  reservations 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  and  any  such  agency  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connec¬ 
tion. 

“‘(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by 
purchase  or  condemnation  the  right  to  ad¬ 
vertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area 
adjacent  to  the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on 
the  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose  of 
implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such 
acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a  part  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Fed¬ 
eral  pro  rata  share  of  such  cost:  Provided, 
That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be 
made  only  with  respect  to  that  portion  of 
such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such 
project.’ 

“Sec.  13.  Public  hearings. 

“Section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  is  amended  by  inserting 


therein,  immediately  before  the  colon  pre¬ 
ceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘and  any  State  highway  department 
which  submits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System 
project  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  that  it  has  had  public  hearings  at  a 
convenient  location,  or  has  afforded  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  persons  in  rural  areas  through  or 
contiguous  to  whose  property  the  highway 
will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may 
have  to  the  proposed  location  of  such  high¬ 
way.’ 

“Sec.  14.  Relationship  of  this  act  to  other 
acts:  Effective  date. 

“All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916,  together  with  all 
Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary 
thereto,  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and  be  appli¬ 
cable  hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in 
any  way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

“Sec.  15.  Short  title. 

“This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1958’.’’ 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road-Act  approve^  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the 
Act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
Myron  V.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Albert  Gore, 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  H.  R.  9821  amending 
and  supplementing  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act,  approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  to  the  text  of  the 
House  bill  strikes  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  House 
recedes  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  with  an  amendment 
which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  amendment.  The  differences 
between  the  House  bill  and  the  substitute 
agreed  to  in  the  conference  are  noted  in  the 
following  outline  except  for  incidental  minor 
differences  made  necessary  by  reason  of 
technical  and  clerical  conforming  amend¬ 
ments. 

SECTION  2.  ADDITIONAL  AUTHORIZATION  OF  AP¬ 
PROPRIATION  OF  FEDERAL-AID  PRIMARY,  SEC¬ 
ONDARY,  AND  URBAN  FUNDS 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  House  bill 
comparable  to  section  2  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(a)  Amount  and  apportionment:  Sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate 
amendment  would  authorize  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  an  additional  $400  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  for  im¬ 
mediate  apportionment  for  projects  on  the 
ABC  systems  at  the  percentages  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  normal  procedures  now 
provided  by  law. 
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Subsection  (a)  of  section  2  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment. 

(b)  Availability  for  expenditure:  Subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provides  that  the  $400  million  shall 
be  available  only  for  expenditure  on  con¬ 
tracts  awarded  by  the  State  before  Decem¬ 
ber  1,  1958,  which  provide  for  completion  of 
construction  before  December  1,  1959,  sub¬ 
ject  to  delays  not  the  fault  of  the  contrac¬ 
tor  or  created  by  acts  of  God.  The  sub¬ 
section  also  provides  that  the  amount  ap¬ 
portioned  to  a  State  not  expended  on  De¬ 
cember  1,  1958,  shall  lapse. 

Except  for  minor  technical  changes  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  section  2  of  the  proposed  con¬ 
ference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(c)  Expenditure  without  limitation  as  to 
system:  Subsection  (c)  of  section  2  of  the 
Senate  amendment  provides  that  when  the 
$400  million  has  been  apportioned,  a  State 
may  spend  its  share  of  these  funds  without 
limitation  as  to  the  percentage  to  be  utilized 
on  any  one  system. 

Except  for  a  technical  amendment,  the 
proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same 
as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(d)  Federal  share:  Subsection  (d)  of  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides 
that  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  any  project  the  funds  for  which  are  pro¬ 
vided  out  of  the  $400  million  authorized  by 
this  section  shall  be  70  percent  and  thus  the 
State’s  share  will  be  30  percent.  A  provi¬ 
sion  for  increasing  the  Federal  share  up  to 
95  percent  of  the  total  cost  in  States  hav¬ 
ing  more  than  5  percent  public  lands  and 
nontaxable  Indian  lands  is  also  included  in 
this  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  of  section  2  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment,  except  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  shall  not  exceed  66%  percent. 

(e)  Authorization  of  appropriation  for 
increasing  Federal  share:  Subsection  (e)  of 
section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  author¬ 
izes  the  appropriation  of  $115  million,  which 
may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  any 
projects  the  funds  for  which  are  provided  in 
this  section  when  the  State  requests  such  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  share.  The  increase  in 
the  Federal  share  is  limited  to  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  two-thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  project. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  2  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(f)  Repayment  of  amounts  used  to  in¬ 
crease  Federal  share:  Subsection  (f)  of  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides 
that  if  the  Federal  share  is  increased  under 
subsection  (e) ,  the  Federal  Government  shall 
be  reimbursed  by  deducting  the  amount  of 
the  increase  in  2  equal  installments  from 
the  amounts  to  be  made  available  to  the 
State  under  the  apportionments  for  ABC 
systems  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1961,  and  June  30,  1962. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  sub¬ 
section  (f)  of  section  2  of  the  proposed  con¬ 
ference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate 
amendment. 

(g)  Contract  authority:  Subsection  (g) 
of  section  2  of  the  Sena’te  amendment 
provides  that  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  of  a  project  under  this  section 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of 
the  increased  Federal  share  and  further  pro¬ 
vides  that  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  when  so  obligated. 
This  language  is  a  technical  requirement 
made  necessary  because  the  funds  being  ad¬ 
vanced  are  not  to  be  distributed  by  appor¬ 
tionment. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  the 
proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same 
as  the  Senate  amendment. 
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(h)  Declaration  of  Intent:  Subsection  (h) 
of  section  2  of  the  Senate  amendment  de¬ 
clares  it  to  be  the  intent  of  Congress  that 
the  $400  million  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  and  not  in  place  of 
any  other  money  authorized  for  the  ABC 
systems  and  that  the  purpose  of  providing 
this  $400  million  is  to  immediately  accel¬ 
erate  construction  of  the  ABC  systems  be¬ 
yond  that  being  accomplished  with  the 
funds  now  authorized. 

Except  for  technical  changes,  the  proposed 
conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the 
Senate  amendment. 

SECTION"  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST 
DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriation:  Sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Senate 
amendment  authorizes  appropriations  for 
forest  highways  and  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails.  It  differs  from  the  House 
bill  in  that  it  provides  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  an  additional  $10  mil¬ 
lion  for  forest  highways.  The  House  bill 
does  not  provide  such  an  authorization. 
The  proposed  conference  substitute  would 
authorize  ap  additional  $5  million  for  forest 
highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1959.  The  Senate  amendment  provides 
$36  million  for  such  highways  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
June  30,  1961.  The  equivalent  provision  in 
the  House  bill  is  an  authorization  of  $30 
million  for  such  highways  for  such  fiscal 
years.  The  proposed  conference  substitute 
authorizes  $33  million  for  such  highways 
for  such  fiscal  years.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provides  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  an  additional  authorization 
of  $13  million  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails.  The  House  bill  does  not  provide 
such  an  authorization.  The  proposed  con¬ 
ference  substitute  would  authorize  an  addi¬ 
tional  $5  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending/ 
June  30,  1959,  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails.  The  Senate  amendment  author¬ 
ized  $34  million  for  such  roads  and  trails 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 

1960,  and  June  30,  1961.  In  connection  with 
the  Senate  amendment  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  the  Forest  Service  is 
requested  to  give  due  cognizance  to  the 
need  to  provide  all-weather  roads  to  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  under  Federal  jurisdiction.  The 
House  bill  provides  $28,500,000  for  such 
roads  and  trails  for  such  fiscal  years.  The 
proposed  conference  substitute  provides 
$30  million.  The  Senate  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  that  with  respect  to  any  proposed  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction  of  a  timber- 
access  road  advisory  public  hearings  may  be 
held.  The  House  bill  with  respect  to  such 
proposed  timber-access  roads  provides  that 
advisory  hearings  shall  be  held.  The  pro¬ 
posed  conference  substitute  adopts  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

Section  3  of  the  Senate  amendment  also 
provides  that  in  apportioning  the  funds  for 
forest  highways  authorized  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1959, 
1960,  and  1961,  the  same  percentage  shall  be 
apportioned  to  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Puerto 
Rico  as  was  apportioned  from  the  funds  au¬ 
thorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958.  The  House  bill 
provides  that  the  apportionment  for  forest 
highways  for  fiscal  years  ending  June  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1Q50. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute,  ex¬ 
cept  for  technical  changes,  is  the  same  as  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of  the  Senate 
amendment  further  provides  that  a  State 
may  transfer  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,- 
000  or  5  percent  of  the  amount  apportioned 
to  it  under  the  first  section  of  this  act 
(relating  to  apportionments  for  the  ABC 
systems)  to  augment  its  apportionment  for 
forest  highways  and  when  transferred  such 


sums  may  be  expended  as  any  other  funds 
authorized  for  forest  highway  purposes. 

The  proposed  conference  ^substitute,  ex¬ 
cept  for  technical  changes,  is  the  same  as  the 
Senate  amendment. 

(b)  Forest  highways:  Subsection  (b)  of 
section  3  of  the  Senate  amendment  requires 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  make  a  study 
in  cooperation  with  the  appropriate  officers 
of  each  State  containing  a  national  forest, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Territory  of  Alaska,  to  determine  forest  roads 
of  primary  importance,  including  those 
within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  national 
forests,  which  have  not  been  designated  as 
forest  highways,  together  with  the  amounts 
necessary  for  survey,  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  maintenance  for  10  fiscal  years 
beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  commencing 
July  1,  1961,  and  the  method  by  which  such 
amounts  should  be  apportioned  for  expendi¬ 
ture  and  requires  a  report  to  be  made  to 
the  President  and  Congress  on  or  before  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1960.  The  House  bill  contains  no 
comparable  provision. 

The  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment,  except  for  certain 
technical  amendments,  the  principal  one 
being  to  include  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
In  the  group  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary 
of  Commeroe  in  making  the  study,  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  report. 

SECTION  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL 
PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  parks,  etc.:  Subsection  (a) 
of  Section  3  of  the  House  bill  authorizes  the 
appropriation  of  $16,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June 
30,  1961,  for  roads  and  trails  in  national 
parks.  The  Senate  amendment  provides  an 
increase  of  $4,000,000  over  this  amount  thus 
authorizing  $20,000,000  for  each  such  fiscal 
year  for  roads  and  trails  in  national  parks. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  au¬ 
thorizes  the  appropriation  of  $18,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
June  30,  1961,  for  roads  and  trails  in  na¬ 
tional  parks. 

(c)  Indian  reservations  and  lands:  Sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  section  3  of  the  House  bill 
is  the  same  as  subsection  (c)  of  section  4 
of  the  Senate  amendment,  both  relating  to 
Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  with 
the  exception  that  the  House  bill  provides 
for  the  construction,  improvement,  and 
maintenance  of  roads  and  bridges  on  Indian 
reservations  and  lands  and  the  Senate 
amendment  provides  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction  and  improvement  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  S.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

Section  4  of  the  House  bill  relating  to  pub¬ 
lic  lands  highways  authorizes  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  $2,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961.  The 
Senate  amendment  provides  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  an  additional  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $4,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30, 

1961. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  au¬ 
thorizes  an' additional  $1,000,000  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  author¬ 
izes  the  appropriation  of  $3,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
June  30,  1961. 

SECTION  7 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  7  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

(a)  Authorization  of  appropriations  for 
Interstate  System:  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
7  of  the  Senate  amendment  amends  section 
108  (b)  (relating  to  the  authorization  of 
appropriations  for  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  to  increase 


the  authorization  presently  contained  in 
that  section  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  by  $200  million  and  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  June  30, 
1961,  by  an  additional  $300  million  for  each 
such  fiscal  year.  This  would  be  a  total 
increase  in  authorization  for  the  Interstate 
System  for  these  3  fiscal  years  of  $800  mil¬ 
lion.  The  total  authorization  for  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959,  would  thus  be  $2.2 
billion;  for  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960, 
$2.5  billion;  and  for  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961,  $2.5  billion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

(b)  Apportionments:  Subsection  (b)  of 
section  7  of  the  Senate  amendment  provides 
that  the  additional  $200  million  authorized 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  for 
the  Interstate  System  shall  be  apportioned 
immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  for 
technical  amendments. 

SECTION  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF 
COMPLETING  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  8  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Section  8  of  the  Senate  amendment  ap¬ 
proves  as  the  basis  for  making  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate 
System  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1960,  the  estimate  of  cost  for  completing 
such  Interstate  System  which  was  transmit¬ 
ted  to  Congress  January  7,  1958,  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  in  accordance  with  sec¬ 
tion  108  (d)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  9.  APPORTIONMENT  OF  FEDERAL-AID 

HIGHWAY  FUNDS  FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  1959  AND 

1960 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  9  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Section  9  of  the  Senate  amendment  has 
the  effect  of  suspending  for  the  fiscal  years 
1959  and  1960,  the  operation  of  section  209 
(g)  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956, 
which  requires  the  adjustment  of  apportion¬ 
ments  whenever  amounts  in  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund  are  not  sufficient  to  defray,  ex¬ 
penditures  required  to  be  made  from  that 
fund.  It  further  requires  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  apportion  among  the  several 
States  all  of  the  funds  authorized  for  the 
fiscal  years  1959  and  1960  for  the  Interstate 
System  and  the  ABC  Systems. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  10.  PAYMENTS  FOR  STOCKPILED 
MATERIALS 

Tlie  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  10  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment.  j  / 

Section  10  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  approved  November  9,  1921,  to  provide 
that  progress  payments  made  in  connection 
with  construction  or  reconstruction  projects 
may  include  the  United  States  pro  rata 
share  of  the  value  of  materials  stockpiled 
in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or  re¬ 
construction  in  conformity  with  the  ap¬ 
proved  plans  and  specifications  for  in¬ 
corporation  in  such  projects. 

Except  for  technical  amendments,  the 
conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  section 
10  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

SECTION  11 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  11  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  11  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  amends  section  111  (a)  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  by 
adding  a  proviso  at  the  end  thereof  which 
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would  require  that  reimbursement  for  the 
cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  neces¬ 
sitated  by  construction  of  a  Federal-aid 
highway  project  be  made  only  after  evidence 
has  been  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  that  the  State  paid  such  cost  from  its 
own  funds  and  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  of 
that  fact  by  that  evidence.  Except  for  this 
this  new  proviso,  this  section  continues  in 
effect  the  present  law  as  set  forth  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  insofar  as 
Federal  funds  are  used  for  reimbursement  to 
the  various  States  for  their  payment  of  the 
cost  of  utility  relocation. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  11  of  the  Senate 
amendment  makes  the  proviso  added  to  sec¬ 
tion  111  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956  applicable  only  with  respect  to 
those  Federal-aid  highway  projects  for  which 
funds  are  obligated  for  work,  including  relo¬ 
cation  of  utility  facilities,  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  act. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that 
certain  technical  amendments  were  made, 
and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  11  of  the  Senate  amendment  are  made 
a  part  of  a  new  proviso  added  to  section 
111  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956. 

SECTION  12 

The  House  bill  contains  no  provision  com¬ 
parable  to  section  12  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

Section  12  of  the  Senate  amendment  would 
renumber  existing  section  122  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  as  section  123  and 
would  insert  after  the  existing  section  121 
of  such  act  of  1956  a  new  section  122. 

Subsection  (a)  of  this  new  section  122 
states  as  a  new  national  policy  that  it  is  in 
the  public  interest  to  encourage  and  assist 
the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  improve 
the  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 
by  controlling  outdoor  advertising  in  those 
areas.  It  specifies  as  national  policy  that 
outdoor  advertising  along  Interstate  System 
highways  which  is  visible  from  the  main  por¬ 
tion  of  the  highway  and  within  a  distance 
of  660  feet  should  be  regulated  consistent 
with  standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  which 
shall  include  only  the  following  four  types  of 
signs:  (1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs 
and  notices  required  or  authorized  by  law; 
(2)  signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of 
property  upon  which  they  are  located;  (3) 
signs  permitted  by  State  law  advertising  ac¬ 
tivities  within  12  miles  of  the  point  at  which 
the  signs  are  located  which  signs  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards;  and  (4)  signs  designed  to  give  informa¬ 
tion  in  the  specific  interest  of  the  traveling 
public  which  are  erected  pursuant  to  State 
law  and  which  are  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  and  standards.  It  is  the  in¬ 
tent  of  this  subsection  to  eliminate  all  signs 
advertising  illegal  activities.  The  applica¬ 
tion  of  subsection  ( a )  is  restricted  to  rights- 
of-way  on  the  Interstate  System  the  entire 
width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to 
July  1,  1956. 

Subsection  (b)  of  such  new  section  122 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway 
departments  to  carry  out  the  policy  set  forth 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Interstate  System.  Any  such 
agreement  would  include  provisions  for  reg¬ 
ulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays, 
and  other  advertising  devices  in  conformity 
with  the  standards  established  under  sub¬ 
section  (a).  It  further  provides  that  upon 
the  application  of  any  State  any  such  agree¬ 
ment  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  exclude  from  the  application 
of  the  national  standards  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  new  section  122,  those 


portions  of  the  Interstate  System  which 
pass  through  municipalities  wherein  the 
use  of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  subject  to  municipal  regula¬ 
tion  and  control,  or  which  traverse  areas 
where  the  land  use  is  clearly  established  by 
State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial.  Sub¬ 
section  (b)  further  provides  that  any  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  Interstate  System  so  excluded 
from  the  application  of  the  standards  pro¬ 
vided  under  authority  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the 
increase  of  the  Federal  share  payable  be¬ 
cause  of  the  control  of  advertising  on  the 
Interstate  System. 

Subsection  (c)  of  such  new  section  122 
provides  that  if  an  agreement  to  control 
advertising  is  entered  into  between  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any  State  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  before  July  1,  1961,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  Interstate  System  within 
that  State  provided  for  by  funds  authorized 
under  section  108  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  to  which  this  new  national 
policy  shall  apply  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  one  percent  of  the  total  cost  thereof. 
This  in  effect  would  increase  the  Federal 
share  for  payment  on  the  Interstate  System 
to  ninety  and  one-half  percent.  This  sub¬ 
section  further  provides  that  the  increased 
_one-half  percent  shall  be  paid  out  of  any 
money  in  'the  Treasury  not  otherwise  ap¬ 
propriated,  and  such  appropriations  are  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  subsection. 

Subsection  (d)  of  such  new  section  122 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  agency 
having  jurisdiction  over  lands  and  reserva¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  which  are  public 
in  nature  and  adjacent  to  the  Interstate 
System  to  carry  out  the  policy  set  forth  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section.  It  further 
authorizes  and  directs  any  such  agency  to  , 
fully  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

Subsection  (e)  provides  that  whenever  a 
State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or  condem¬ 
nation  the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  ad¬ 
vertising  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right-of- 
way  on  a  project  of  the  Interstate  System  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  policy  set 
forth  in  this  new  section  122  the  cost  of 
such  acquisition  shall  be  considered  as  a 
part  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  project 
with  the  limitation  that  Federal  funds  not 
in  excess  of  5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  right- 
of-way  for  such  project  may  be  used  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  State  for  the  acquisition  of  such 
adjacent  area. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  amendment. 


SECTION  13.  PUBLIC  HEARINGS 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  House  bill 
comparable  to  section  13  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

Section  13  of  the  Senate  amendment 
amends  section  116  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  by  inserting  language 
which  provides  that  whenever  a  State  high¬ 
way  department  submits  plans  for  an  Inter¬ 
state  System  project  in  a  rural  area  it  shall 
certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
that  it  has  held  a  public  hearing  within  that 
rural  area  at  a  convenient  location  or  af¬ 
forded  an  opportunity  for  such  hearing  for 
the  purpose  of  hearing  testimony  from  in¬ 
terested  persons  within  the  rural  area 
through  or  by  whose  property  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  project  will  pass. 

'  Except  for  technical  amendments,  the  pro¬ 
posed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as 
the  Senate  amendment. 

Under  the  conference  agreement' the  title 
of  the  bill  is  "An  act  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  and  the  act  approved 
June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  to  authorize 


appropriations  for  continuing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes." 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J,  Harry  McGregor, 
Myron  V.  George, 

Manners  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


Additional  copies  op  the  gen¬ 
eral  REVENUE  REVISION  HEAR- 
'TGS  ENTITLED  "GENERAL  REVE- 
JE  REVISION  OP  1958” 


HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
call  yp  House  Concurrent  Resolution  305 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

Th^  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring ),  That  there  be 
printed \f or  the  use  of  the  Committee  on. 
Ways  anti  Means,  House  of  Representatives, 
4,000  additional  copies  of  the  general  reve¬ 
nue  revision  hearings  entitled  “General  Rev-/’ 
enue  Revision  of  1958.’’  / 


Mr.  LEfcOMPTE.  Mir.  Speaker,  wi, 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from,  Iowa. 

Mr.  LeCOIVIPTE.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from\phio  if  he  will  state  to  the 
House  the  phi-pose  of  the  resolution, 
which  is  a  privileged  resolution,  i  pre¬ 
sume? 

Mr.  HAYS  o^Ohio.  Yes.  TMs  reso¬ 
lution  will  enable,  at  the  time  the  usual 
number  of  copies  are  printed,  the  print¬ 
ing  of  additional',  copies  of  the  hearings 
before  the  Comriiittee  on  ilVays  and 
Means  of  the  General  Revenrie  Revision 
of  1958.  There  is\a  great  demand  for 
these  and  if  we  pas‘s  this  resolution  now 
they  will  all  be  printed  a(t  once,  which 
will  result  in  considerable  saving. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  it  is  Actually  an  eco¬ 
nomical  measure  to  h<Wit  printed  now? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Yes.  *. 

The  SPEAKER.  Trie  question  is  on 
the  House  concurrent  Resolution. 

The  House  concurrent  resolution  was 
agreed  to  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


T 


FOR 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 
BALANCE  OP  WEEK 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  ana^  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  Rouse  for  1 
minute.)  / 

Mr.  ARENAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  if  he 
can  inform  us  now  as  to  the  program  for 
the  balance  pf  the  week? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  program  \f or  to¬ 
morrow  will  be  consideration  bf  the 
conference  report  on  the  highwayvbill. 


5>W 


HOUR  OP  MEETING  TOMORRC 

Mr.  Albert.  Mr.  Speaker,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  conversation  had  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Arends]  earlier 
today,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  triat 
when  the  House  adjourns  today  it  ad¬ 
journs  to  meet  at  10  o’clock  tomorrow 
fhe  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  „ 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
bma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


/ 


/ 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  road  authorization  bill. 
Rep.  Whitten  criticized  Secretary's  farm  policies.  Rep.  Reuss  criticized  withhold¬ 
ing  of  farm  population  estimates  report.  \ 


1.  ROADS.  Agreed,  300  to  28,  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9821,  the  road 
authorization  bill,  after  rejecting,  109  to  222,  a  motion  by  Rep.  McGregor  to 
recommit  the  report  to  the  conference  committee  (pp.  5589-5605,  5607-08).  For 
items  of  interest  to  this  Department,  see  Digest  54. 

The  Senate  also  agreed  to  the  conference  report  (pp.  5543-9).  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


2.  FARM  PROG 
that 
a  chai 


Rep.  Whitten  criticized  the  Secretary's  farm  policies,  stated 
programs  for  American  agriculture  are  not  working,"  andxralled  for 
in  the  position  of  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  p.  5607 
Reuss  criticized  the  Department  for  withholding  a  recent  farri  popula- 
estimates  report,  and  inserted  what  he  contended  was  a  portion  ofythe  re 
rt  containing  "a  selection  of  comments  made  by  a  cross-section  of  America's 
armers  in  response  to  a  recent  Department  of  Agriculture  questionnaire." 
pp.  5613-16 


-  2  - 


3.  FORESTRY.  Rep,  Porter  urged  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  authorize  the 
exchange  of  land  or  timber  within  the  Siskiyou  National  Forest,  Ore,,  for 
lands  adjacent  to  the  forest  as  a  means  "to  help  preserve  the  natural 
of  the  Rogue  Valley  in  the  area."  p,  5586 


beaut] 


\ 


ispend 


4.  CHICORY  IMPORTS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H,  R*  5005,  to 

for  2  years  the  duty  on  crude  chicory,  except  endive,  and  to  provide  tot  a 
new  rate  of  2  cents  per  pound  on  ground  or  prepared  chicory  for  the  temporary 
2-year  period,  (pp.  5587-88)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 


\ 


5.  ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS,  Rep,  Bonner  called  for  Government  programs  to  "restore 
public  buying  power,"  including  "farmers’  buying  power."  p,  5606 


6.  TRANSPORTATION  TAXES,  Received  a  R.  I,  Assembly  memorial  urging  repeal  of 
Federal  excise  taxes  on  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  p,  5621 


\ 


7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Apr.  14.  p.  5620 

SENATE 


C 


8,  LIFE  INSURANCE.  Concurred  in\the  House  amendments  to  S.  1740,  to  authorize 

payments  from  the  employees’  life  insurance  fund/tor  expenses  occurred  in 
assuming  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  certain  beneficial  associations.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p,  5543 

9.  FORESTRY,  Sen.  Sfeuberger  urged  that ^Klaraatt/ Indian  forest  lands  be  acquired 
•  and  administered  by  the  Forest  Servi^,  an'<i  inserted  two  articles  on  the 

Klamath  Indian  Forest  problem,  pp.  5537-40 

. Sen,  Humphrey  inserted  a  statement  by, the  National  Parks  Ass’n  criticizing 

the  Chamber  of  Commerce  analysis  of  S*  1176,  the  wilderness  preservation  bill, 
pp.  5540-1  /  V 

Passed  as  reported  S.  1748,  to  add  certain  lands  located  in  Idaho  and  Wyo. 
to  the  Caribou  and  Targhee  National  Forests.  \>.  5550 

10.  LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Proxmire  stated  th&t  "the  depression  in  the  dairy  industry 
created  by  Secretary  Benson's  sharp  cut  in  support^  is  already  starting  to 
spread  into  the  livestock  industry,"  and  urged  Congress  to  override  the 
President's  veto  of  S.  J.  Res,  162,  the  price- support,  freeze  measure. 

PP.  5552-3 


/ 


11.  COUNTRY  LIFE.  Sens.  Thye  and  Stennis  were  added  as  cosponqors  of  S,  3596,  to 
establish  a  Commission  on  Country  Life.  p.  5526 


12.  FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION.  Received  the  nominations  of  Marv 
Frank  Stubbs  to  be  members  of  the  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board, 


J.  Briggs  and 
p.  5585 


13.  FLOOD  CONTROL,^'  Sen,  Yarborough  urged  the  President  not  to  veto  S.  £97,  the 

rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill,  p,  5533 

/ 

14.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Sens,  Douglas  and  Morse  discussed  the  level  of  un<  iploy- 

ment,  the  possibility  of  tax  reduction,  and  the  value  of  public  works 
raising  the  economy,  pp.  5535-7 

15.  TEXTILES,  Sen.  Johnston  stated  that  the  cotton  industry  cannot  compete  with’ 

foreign  producers  and  criticized  the  Tariff  Conanission  and  this  Department 
for  failing  to  grant  relief  to  the  cotton  textile  industry  through  import 
/ restrictions,  pp.  5569-70 
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ition  is  to  be  avoided,  investment  in  our 
schools,  colleges,  and  universities  must  take 
precedence  over  existing  expenditures  which 
are\of  less  importance  to  our  national 
security. 

7.  The  total  economic  resources  available 
for  higher  education;  whatever  they  may  be, 
will  necessarily  exist  in  limited  amounts. 
One  derrmnd  upon  those  resources  is  to  raise 
the  genera}  level  of  performance  in  all  schools 
and  colleges.  If  this  is  allowed  to  be  the 
only  call,  nbwever,  a  tragic  mistake  will  be 
made.  A  second,  and  vital,  call  upon  our 
economic  resources  is  to  strengthen  our 
leadership  in  ail  important  fields  and  to  add 
to  our  best  easting  institutions  the  ap¬ 
preciable  support  needed  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  for  the  'highest  order  of  quality. 
Statesmanship  mifet  see  to  it  that  adequate 

^support  for  the  attainment  qf  both  goals  is 
provided.  \  — ^ 

8.  A  genius  of  American  education  has 
been  its  unity  througlvdiversity.  This  diver¬ 
sity  should  be  preserved^  with  strengthening 
all  along  the  line  and  greater  stress  on  the 
importance  of  quality  everywhere.  In  short, 
all  our  human  resources^  must  be  vastly 
strengthened  through  the  ^medium  of  im¬ 
proved  education. 

PROPOSITIONS  THAT  NEED  PUBLIC  SUPPORT 

1.  The  magnitude  of  the  job  to  be  done 
can  hardly  be  exaggerated.  \Ve  are  not 
spending  nearly  enough  on  '  education. 
Modest  measures  will  not  do  the  job.  In 
colleges  and  universities  alone,  thfe  number 
of  qualified  students  will  be  doubled  by 
1970,  and  a  doubling  of  expenditures  will 
not  even  perpetuate  present  inadequate 
quality  levels.  To  do  the  job  effectively,  the 
following  order  of  priorities  should  be 
observed: 

Salaries  for  teachers,  scholars,  and  seif 
tists  should  on  the  average  be  at  le: 
doubled; 

Existing  institutions  should  be  maintained 
more  adequately  and  some  of  them  greatly 
strengthened;  *'  / 

Support  for  the  establishment  of  new  in¬ 
stitutions  will  be  necessary,  but  should, 4iot 
be  supplied  at  the  expense  of  existing  jhsti- 
tutions; 

Scholarship  programs  should  stress  quality 
rather  than  quantity,  graduate  as, 'well  as 
undergraduate  study,  and  should  bfe  accom¬ 
panied  by  a  parallel  system  of  grants  to  the 
institutions  in  which  scholarship  holders 
enroll.  / 

2.  Although  Federal  support  for  educa¬ 
tional  activities  already  exists  in  many 
forms,  excessive  reliance  upon  it  may  weaken 
other  sources  of  initiative.  However  this 
may  be,  we  are  in  a  national  emergency,  and 
prompt  action  of  unprecedented  magnitude 
is  urgent.  The  truth  seems  to  be  that  the 
'Federal  Government  is  the  only  agency 
which  can  act  with  syffleient  speed  and  on 
a  scale  large  enough  -to  enable  schools,  col¬ 
leges,  and  universities  to  accomplish  their 
tasks.  Action  by  the  Federal  Government 
need  not,  and  should  not.  extend  Federal 
controls  over  education.  Further,  as  a  par¬ 
tial  attack  on  a  problem  of  such  great  size, 
it  need  not  weaken  initiative  and  action  at 
the  State,  local,  and  voluntary  levels.  Fed¬ 
eral  support  should  be  considered  only  as  a‘ 
necessary  supplement  to  action  by  State  and 
local  entities,  corporations,  alumni,  parents, 
churches,  foundations,  and  philanthropic 
individuals.  The  initiative  and  interest  of 
these  agencies  and  individuals  are  the  great¬ 
est  asset  of  American  education;  they  must 
now  bfe  exercised  to  an  extent  never  before 
demonstrated. 

3  y Greatly  increased  amounts  of  money 
mqst  be  allocated  to  fundamental  research 
aild  other  forms  of  creative  and  scholarly 
activity.  These  can  be  carried  on  more  effec¬ 
tively  in  our  colleges  and  universities  than 
/anywhere  else,  because  in  the  academic  en- 
f  vironment  the  creativity  of  central  figures 


is  reproduced  by  students  who  have  worked 
with  them.  ~  f 

4,  If  American  education  is  to  continue/to 
serve  the  best  interests  of  the  Nation,  d/as-  j 
tic  measures  to  increase  the  supply  of  highly  j 
trained  persons  are  required  in  many/areas  l 
other  than  physical  science  and  engineering,  i 
The  need  for  teachers  at  all  levels  and  in  all  j 
fields  is  a  compelling  illustration!  Con-  j 
tinued  progress  in  the  humanities/  the  arts,  i 
and  the- social  sciences,  as  well  as  in  science  ! 
and  technology,  is  highly  essential  to  our  ! 
national  survival  and  well-beinp. 

5.  Totalitarian  methods  are  hot  necessary  j 
to  counter  the  threats  of  /a  totalitarian  | 
power.  These  threats  can  ba  countered  and  j 
overcome  by  our  own  American  strengths,  ■ 
strengths  which  in  education  include  aca-  ; 
demic  freedom  for  teachers,  scholars,  and  ; 
scientists;  freedom  of  mobility  and  choice  *, 
of  programs  of  study  and  vocations  by  col-  j 
lege  students;  diversity  of  programs,  forms  ■ 
of  control,  and  philosophies  among  institu-  j 
tions.  These  qualit/es  of  American  educa-  : 
tion  must  receive  (continuous,  vigilant  sup¬ 
port. 

The  actions  calj^d  for  cannot  be  postponed. 
The  priorities  nytist  be  established  immedi¬ 
ately.  Should  we  fail  to  do  these  things, 
the  deferred  c6sts  will  be  too  staggering  to 
be  met  in  time.  If  the  Nation  is  to  survive 
and  prosper,  we  must  start  making  the  basic 
provisions  pow. 

Problems  and  Policies  Committee,  February 
/  1,  1958 

Willi/m  S.  Carlson,  president  (on  leave) , 
State  University  of  New  York. 

Harry  D.  Gideonse,  president,  Brooklyn 
Col/ge. 

Margaret  L.  Habein,  dean,  College  of  Arts 
apd  Sciences,  University  of  Wichita. 
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versity) 

Robert  J.  Slavin,  O'.  P.,  president.  Provi¬ 
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Logan  Wilson,  president.  University  of 
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Lawrence  A.  Kimpton,  chancellor,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Chicago;  chairman  of  the  council. 

Arthur  S.  Adams,  president  of  the  council. 


5543 


has 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President, 
morning  business  been  concluded? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Morn¬ 
ing  business  is  still  in  order. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Bresident,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  acting  majority  leader 
whether,  following  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  highway  bill,  he  plans  to 
have  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  an  Oregon  bill  which  I  am 
sure  is  not  controversial. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  it  Js  the  in¬ 
tention  to  bring  up  that  bill  immedi¬ 
ately  following  the  disposition  of  the 
conference  report  on  the  highway  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  Presidents  if  the 
acting  majority  leader  will  do  me  the 
courtesy  of  suggesting  the  absence  of  a 
quorum  following  the  conclusion  of  Con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  reports  on 
the  highway  bill,  I  shall  appreciate \jt. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  indeed. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1958— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  9821)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  April  2,  1958,  pp.  5483-5486, 
Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  orde,r  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  met  on  the  bill  on  Tuesday  of 
this  week,  and  after  careful  considera¬ 
tion  reached  a  satisfactory  agreement. 
The  bill  passed  the  House  on  March  13, 
1958,  and  passed  the  Senate  on  March 
27,  1958. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  House  fig¬ 
ures  of  $900  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
1960  and  $925  million  for  fiscal  year  1961 
for  regdlar  Federal-aid  highway  systems, 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems, 
the  so-called  ABC  roads.  These  funds 
would  be  apportioned  to  the  States  in 
accordance  with  existing  law,  and 
matched  on  a  50-50  basis,  as  at  present. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
provisions  for  an  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $400  million  for  fiscal  year  1959 
for  the  ABC  roads.  These  funds  would 
be  matched  on  a  two-thirds  to  one-third 
basis,  and  the  bill  includes  115  million 
foy  advances  to  States  to  assist  them  in 
matching  the  Federal  funds  up  to  two- 
thirds  of  the  States  share,  these  funds 
advanced  to  be  repaid  by  deductions 
from  the  State’s  apportionment  for 
fiscal  1961  and  1962. 

Additional  amounts  were  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1959  for  roads  on  Federal 
lands,  reservations,  and  the  public  do¬ 
main;  $5  million  for  forest  highways,  $5 
million  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  and  $1  million  for  public  lands 
highways. 

Regular  biennial  appropriations  for 
these  Federal  roads  for  fiscal  years  1960 
and  1961,  as  approved  by  the  conferees, 
are: 

Millions 

Forest  highways _ $33 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails - -  30 

National  park  roads _ -  18 

Parkways , _ -  16 

Indian  reservation  roads _  12 

Public  lands  highways _ 3 
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The  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
amounts  of  increased  authorizations  for 
the  Interstate  System.  These  increases 
are  $200  million  for  fiscal  year  1959,  $300 
million  for  fiscal  year  1960,  and  a  like 
amount  for  fiscal  year  1961.  The  au¬ 
thorization  for  fiscal  year  1959  would  be 
apportioned  to  the  States  immediately 
upon  enactment  of  this  act,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  existing  law. 

The  apportionment  for  fiscal  year  1960 
would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  cost  for  completing  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  and  the  apportionments  of 
all  authorized  Federal-aid  funds 'for  fis¬ 
cal  years  1959  and  1960  would  be  made 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  209  (g)  of  the  Highway  Revenue  Act 
of  1956.  That  is  the  one  referred  to  as 
the  Byrd  amendment. 

The  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
language  of  the  bill  relative  to  stockpil¬ 
ing  of  material,  reimbursement  to  States 
for  relocation  of  utility  facilities,  regu¬ 
lation  of  outdoor  advertising,  and  hold¬ 
ing  public  hearings  on  the  location  of  the 
Inter-state  System  in  rural  areas;  in 
other  words,  country  roads. 

The  authorization  of  funds  included  in 
the  bill  is  as  follows,  and  I  ask  Senators 
to  follow  carefully  the  table  I  am  about 
to  read  into  the  Record,  because  I  think 
it  is  important  to  all  States: 


Federal-aid  highways 
[Millions  of  dollars]  . 


System 

Fiscal  years 

1959 

1960 

1961 

Total  . 

REGULAR 

V 

Primary.  - 1 - 

180 

405 

416.25 

1,001.25 

Secondary . . 

120 

270 

277.  50 

667.  50 

Urban _ 

100 

225 

231.  25 

556.  25 

Subtotal _ 

400 

900 

925.  00 

2,  225.  0 

115 

115 

Interstate . . 

200 

300 

300 

800 

Subtotal . . 

715 

1.200 

1,225 

3, 140 

Forest  highways - 

5 

33 

33 

71 

Forest  development 

roads  and  trails - 

5 

30 

30 

65 

Park  roads  and  trails. .. 

18 

18 

36 

10 

16 

32 

Indian  roa<fc _ 

12 

12 

24 

Public-land  highways— 

1 

3 

3 

7 

Subtotal  (miscel¬ 
laneous  roads).. 

11 

112 

N 

112 

235 

Total _ 

720 

1,312 

1,  337 

3, 375 

Mr.  President,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  first 
purpose  of  the  bill,  the  conference  report, 
which  we  are  considering,  is  to  build 
roads. 

Passage  of  the  proposed  legislation  will 
serve  an  additional  purpose,  much 
needed  now,  namely,  the  stimulation  of 
employment. 

Mr.  President,  considering  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  conference  report  and  the 
1956  act  together,  we  see  the  erection 
of  three  new  landmarks  of  national 
progress.  For  the  first  time  we  are  to 
have  a  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways,  with  a  uniform  limi¬ 
tation  of  access.  The  provisions  in  this 
respect  are,  I  believe,  realistic  and  po¬ 
litically  feasible  and  effective.  Once  the 
geometric  design  of  a  highway  is  laid 


out,  once  the  project  is  submitted  by  the 
State  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  no  additional  access  points 
or  egress  points  for  the  highway  can  be 
constructed  or  permitted  by  the  State 
except  upon  approval  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce.  This  will  not  prevent 
needed  additional  access  points,  but  will 
safeguard  the  system  by  the  require¬ 
ment  of  national  as  well  as  local  consid¬ 
eration  and  approval. 

The  second  landmark  of  national 
progress  is  represented  in  the  accomp¬ 
lishment,  for  the  fix-st  time  again,  of  uni¬ 
form  national  maximum  standards  for 
the  width,  length  and  weight  of  vehicles 
which  can  use  the  National  System  of  In- 
tei-state  Highways.  These  standards  will 
be  beneficial,  in  the  long  run,  for  the 
trucking  industry  and  bus  transporta¬ 
tion  systems.  This  will  promote  stand¬ 
ardization  of  equipment  sizes.  More  im- 
pox-tant,  these  standardized  maximum 
limitations  will  enable  the  States  (  to 
build  highways  to  standai-ds  sufficient!  to 
enable  them  to  accommodate  traffic  of 
known  dimensions  and  weights,  thereby 
preserving  and  protecting  the  invest¬ 
ment  of  the  people  in  the  highways  and 
promoting  safety  of  traffic. 

In  the  bill  the  confei-ence  report  on 
which  is  presently  under  consideration, 
we  find  a  third  landmark  of  national 
progress.  For  the  fix-st  time  there  will 
be  provision  in  law  for  the  promulga¬ 
tion  of  national  standards  affecting  ad¬ 
vertising  in  the  areas  adjacent  to  the 
x-ight-of-way  of  the  41,000-mile  Inter¬ 
state  System. 

I  hope  I  may  be  excused,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  for  expressing  what  I  hope  is  par¬ 
donable  pride  in  the  accomplishment  of 
these  landmarks  along  with  the  sub¬ 
stantive  and  stupendous  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  The  highway  program  itself  is, 
of  course,  the  more  important,  but  these 
new  landmarks  of  progress  are  impor¬ 
tant,  also  for  the  safety  of  traffic,  the 
presei-vation  of  the  highways  and  scenic 
beauty.  , 

There  has  been  some  misunderstand¬ 
ing  with  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the 
conference  report  relating  to  the  pro¬ 
mulgation  of  standards  and  unifoi-m 
l-egulation  of  billboard  advertising  in 
areas  adjacent  to  the  right  of  way.  I 
have  read  editoi-ials,  for  instance,  which 
have  contained  statements  that  the  pro- 
posed'legislation  excepts  approximately 
35  pei-cent  of  the  highways  from  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  px-ovision.  That  is  not 
true.  The  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton]  applies  only 
to  the  portion  of  the  proposal  under 
consideration  by  which  States  will  be 
given  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  cost 
of  the  projects  in  the  event  they  regu¬ 
late  outdoor  advertising  in  accordance 
with  the  presci-ibed  standards.  The 
amendment  does  not  apply  to  the  other 
provisions,  whereby  States  will  be  reim- 
bux-sed  for  90  pei-cent  of  the  cost  of  the 
pux-chase  of  advertising  easements,  to 
the  extent  of  5  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  right  of  way.  In  other  words,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  any  State  can 
comply  with  the  standards  to  be  pro¬ 
mulgated  by  the  Secx-etary  of  Commerce 
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on  100  percent  of  the  mileage  on  the 
Interstate  System  within  its  borders. 

In  some  instances  perhaps  it  will  be 
true  that  a  small  cost  will  be  borne  by 
the  States — at  least  10  pei-cent  of  the 
cost  of  acquisition  of  advei’tising  ease¬ 
ment,  plus  that  portion  of  the  cost  of 
the  advertising  easements  which  exceeds 
5  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  i-ight-of- 
way  on  those  portions  which  ai-e  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  one-half  pei-cent  incen¬ 
tive  provision  by  the  so-called  Cotton 
amendment. 

I  opposed  the  amendment  offei-ed  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  However,  it  does  not  render  the 
provision  inoperative  on  any  portion  of 
the  interstate  system  provided  the  State 
purchases  the  easement.  It  will  create 
administrative  problems.  The  entire 
provision  creates  administrative  prob¬ 
lems.  It  places  upon  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  a  gi-eat  responsibility,  and 
vests  in  him  wide  powers  of  discretion. 
I  hope  and  believe  that  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  will  promulgate  realistic  and 
reasonable  standards.  Only  if  the 
standards  are  realistic  and  i-easonable 
and  promise  effectiveness,  are  we  likely 
to  see  a  large  number  of  States  comply¬ 
ing.  But  if  they  are  realistic,  reason¬ 
able,  and  pi-omise  effectiveness,  it  is  my 
hope  and  expectation  that  many  States 
will  conform  to  the  standards  and  reap 
for  themselves,  and  render  to  America, 
great  benefits. 

The  preservation  of  safety,  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  scenic  beauty  and  of  sites 
of  histoi-ic  value  for  generations  yet  un¬ 
born,  and  perhaps  for  motorists  not 
only  from  our  own  country,  bxxt  from 
foreign  lands  for  years  to  come,  will  re¬ 
sult  in  expressions  of  appreciation  in 
years  to  come  to  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  for  the  enactment  of  this 
provision. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  to  interrupt  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  to  tell  him  that 
I  am  vei-y  proud  of  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees.  Three  of  the  five  conferees  were 
against  this  particular  provision,  but 
after  the  Senate  took  action  and  adopted 
the  provision,  those  three  fought  just  as 
hard  to  keep  it  in  the  bill  as  those  who 
proposed  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
emphasize  what  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  has  said.  I  believe  that  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  LMi\  Kerr],  and  the 
senior  Senator  fi-om  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin],  as  conferees  representing  the 
United  States  Senate,  was  exemplary. 
Although,  as  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  said,  thi-ee  of  the  conferees 
voted  against  this  provision  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  they,  nevertheless,  went  to  the  con¬ 
ference  repi-esenting  the  Senate.  Not 
even  the  authoi-s  of  the  amendment 
themselves  could  have  stood  more  firmly 
or  more  effectively  for  this  provision  and 
for  the  position  of  the  Senate  than  did 
these  Senators.  I  am  very  happy  to 
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see  such  exemplary  conduct  on  the  part 
of  agents  of  the  Senate.  I  congratulate 
the  Senate  conferees. 

The  provisions  of  the  highway  bill  are 
far  reaching  and  of  great  proportions. 
The  larger  provisions  of  the  bill  were 
supported  unanimously.  I  am  grateful 
for  the  cooperation  of  the  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
I  Mr.  Chavez],  the  ranking  majority 
member  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Kerr], 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
subcommittee  [Mr.  Case],  and  to  all 
members  of  the  committee.  Committee 
work  on  this  bill  has  been  a  pleasure, 
though  long  hours  were  required,  our 
labors  have  borne  good  fruit. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  with  respect  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  highway  bill,  I  wish 
to  second  what  has  been  said  by  the 
chaii'man  of  the  commitee,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  and  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  which 
considers  highway  legislation  for  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  , 

It  is  a  landmark  bill.  It  is  a  bill  which 
'will  be  referred  to  in  years  to  come,  not 
only  because  of  the  inclusion  of  a  special 
ABC  fund  to  provide  some  immediate 
jobs  in  the  current  situation,  but  also 
because  of  the  inclusion  of  the  so-called 
billboard  section,  and  some  modification 
of  the  statutes  in  other  respects. 

One  of  the  modifications  of  the  bill 
from  the  form  in  which  it  passed  the 
Senate  was  of  special  interest  to  me. 
Senators  may  recall  that  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  I  had  raised  a  ques¬ 
tion  about  establishing  a  ratio  of  70-30 
percent  for  matching  in  connection  with 
the  emergency  fund  of  $400  million  for 
the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads. 

We  debated  that  question  at  consid¬ 
erable  length.  I  thought  that  proposal 
went  a  little  too  far  toward  the  liberal 
side,  even  in  the  present  situation.  The 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  felt 
somewhat  the  same  way.  They  wanted 
to  maintain  the  customary  50-50  ratio. 

However,  finally,  as  conferees  usually 
do,  we  arrived  at  a  compromise.  The 
final  decision  was  that  this  emergency 
fund  should  be  available  on  the  basis  of 
a  ratio  of  66%  to  33%  percent — in  other 
words,  2  for  1,  rather  than  the  70-30 
ratio  proposed  by  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  Senate,  or  the  50-50  ratio,  which  is 
the  customary  provision  with  respect  to 
ABC  roads. 

This  is  clear  from  the  debate.  This 
provision  applies  only  to  the  $400  million 
of  special  money  for  the  ABC  roads.  The 
repayment  of  any  advances  is  automatic, 
by  the  language  of  the  bill  as  agreed  to 
by  the  conferees,  so  that  any  advances 
made  to  States  in  the  nature  of  loans  or 
advances  on  their  shares  must  be  de¬ 
ducted  from  the  apportionment  made  to 
the  States  in  the  2  years  for  which  this 
bill  supplies  the  normal  biennial  highway 
apportionment. 

The  second  point  to  wrhich  I  wish  to 
make  reference,  because  it  relates  to  the 
point  on  which  there  was  debate  in  the 
Senate,  has  to  do  with  the  so-called 
utility  provision.  Senators  will  recall 
that  I  defended  the  action  of  the  com¬ 
mittee.  As  the  bill  was  originally  re¬ 


ported  to  the  Senate,  it  would  have  re¬ 
written  the  utility  reimbursement  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law  and,  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance,  would  have  placed  a  ceiling  of  70 
percent  on  the  pro  rata  share  which  the 
Federal  Government  might  pay  to  the 
States  in  reimbursement  of  costs  which 
they  had  paid  in  connection  with  the  re¬ 
locations  made  necessary  by  highway 
construction. 

The  other,  or  second,  feature  of  the 
language  reported  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  provided  that  clear  proof  must  be 
submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
that  the  States  actually  had  paid  the  bill 
that  was  being  presented  for  the  utility 
relocation  and  had  paid  it  out  of  their 
own  funds. 

Reports  were  reaching  the  committee 
that  in  some  instances  utilities  were  sug¬ 
gesting  to  State  highway  commissions 
that  if  they  could  collect  the  share  which 
Uncle  Sam  would  pay,  particularly  on  the 
interstate  90 -percent  cost,  they  would  be 
willing  to  forget  the  other  part  of  it,  or 
that  it  might  be  provided  in  some  devious 
way.  In  any  event,  the  Senate,  when  it 
considered  that  matter,  affirmed  the  pro¬ 
viso.  We  did  that  by  the  adoption  of  the 
Hruska  amendment.  I  call  attention  to 
that  because  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley],  who  voted 
against  the  Hruska  amendment,  as  I  did, 
and  as  other  Senators  did,  so  voted  be¬ 
cause  the  money  which  was  left  was 
the  90-percent  ceiling  or  the  70-percent 
ceiling.  Those  who  voted  against  the 
Hruska  amendment  must  be  considered 
as  having  voted  to  establish  a  70-percent 
ceiling  rather  than  a  90-percent  ceiling 
on  the  share  of  the  utiilty  costs  which 
might  be  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  States. 

On  the  ABC  roads  that  question  does 
not  arise,  because  there  the  States  will 
not  be  paid  more  than  50  percent  of  the 
cost  by  the  Federal  Government,  except 
where  some  public  land  is  involved. 

I  feel  that  the  action  of  several  State 
legislatures  during  the  past  2  years  was 
sufficient  warning  that  the  clause  in  the 
1956  act  was  being  abused,  and  that  they, 
consequently,  felt  we  should  at  least  place 
a  limit  on  the  70-percent  share  which 
may  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 
I  also  felt  that  there  should  be  certifica¬ 
tion  that  the  bill  paid  by  the  State  had 
actually  been  paid  out  of  its  funds.  . 

But  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  accepted  the  proviso  before  his 
amendment  went  to  a  final  vote.  There¬ 
fore  that  point  was  no  longer  in  issue. 
That  would  have  been  in  the  bill  whether 
the  Hruska  amendment  had  been  adopt¬ 
ed  or  not,  because  the  Hruska  amend¬ 
ment  was  primarily  a  motion  to  strike 
out  certain  language  in  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported.  The  bill  as  reported  carried  that 
proviso.  Therefore  the  proviso  requiring 
the  -certification  by  the  State,  that  is,  of 
the  payment  of  the  utility  relocation 
costs  on  a  pro  rata  basis  out  of  its  own 
funds,  would  have  been  in  the  final  act 
in  any  event.  Therefore  that  point  was 
not  at  issue,  and  the  votes  against  the 
amendment  must  be  interpreted  as  votes 
for  holding  to  the  70-percent  ceiling, 
rather  than  permitting  the  90-percent 
ceiling.  I  make  that  statement  because 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  told  me 
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yesterday  he  was  finding  some  misunder¬ 
standing  on  that  point. 

The  agreement  by  the  conferees  on  the 
66%  percent  and  33  y3  percent  State 
proportion  was  a  movement  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  which  I  had  the 
privilege  of  offering  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  also  accepted  the 
proviso  on  the  utility  reimbursement. 
The  chairman  of  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
said  he  thought  it  was  a  good  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  stress  these  two  points  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  they  indicate  a  movement  in  the 
direction  of  the  position  which  had  great 
support  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and 
to  my  mind  the  changes  improve  the 
bill. 

With  respect  to  the  interstate  roads  or 
the  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  has  already 
well  said  that  the  provisions  in  the  bill 
will  be  regarded  as  a  landmark,  not 
only  for  that  portion  of  the  bill,  but  also 
with  respect  to  the  section  relating  to 
billboards. 

With  regard  to  the  Interstate  System 
itself,  the  agreement  by  the  House  to 
the  provision  increasing  the  apportion¬ 
ments  for  3  years  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  that  some  increase  in  the  appor¬ 
tionments  was  needed  in  order  to  keep 
the  System  of  Interstate  Highways  on  a 
13-year  apportionment  basis,  or  16  years 
of  possible  construction,  as  was  provided 
in  the  original  act.  The  apportionments 
are  increased,  and  while  they  do  not 
come  up  to  the  amount  which  might  be 
considered  necessary  to  maintain  the 
construction  schedule,  if  one  looks  at  the 
new  estimates  of  cost  submitted  by  the 
States  in  1956,  it  is  my  judgment,  and 
I  believe  also  the  judgment  of  the  con¬ 
ferees,  that  they  go  sufficiently  in  that 
direction  to  insure  the  maintenance  of 
the  construction  schedule.  It  may  be 
that  further  acceleration  will  be  needed. 
However,  we  found  that  on  the  evidence 
submitted  during  the  hearings  we  were 
not  warranted  in  going  to  the  full  esti¬ 
mate  of  costs  reported  by  the  States. 
The  Governor  of  New  York  had  testified 
that  the  bids  received  by  his  State  were 
running  below  engineer  estimates  by 
from  20  to  25  percent. 

Within  the  past  week  I  have  received 
the  daily  newspapers  from  my  own 
State,  and  I  have  noted  that  the  Highway 
Commission  of  South  Dakota  has  been 
letting  bids — in  fact,  several  million  dol¬ 
lars’  worth  of  contracts  were  let  on  one 
day — which  run  21  percent  under  the 
estimates  of  costs  made  by  the  engi¬ 
neers.  Obviously,  in  the  light  of  the 
experience  in  the  Northwest,  and  in  the 
great  State  of  New  York,  with  bids  ac¬ 
tually  running  under  the  estimates  of 
costs,  we  would  not  have  been  justified 
in  stepping  up  the  apportionments  to  the 
full  figures  which  would  have  been  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  estimates  of  costs  submit¬ 
ted  in  1956. 

With  regard  to  the  billboard  section, 
I  merely  wish  to  mention  1  or  2  points 
very  briefly.  The  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  and 
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the  distinguished  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Kuchel]  are  entitled  to  the 
major  share  of  whatever  credit  this  gen¬ 
eration  or  future  generations  may  wish 
to  give  for  the  vigorous  fight  and  the 
initiative  in  establishing  a  way  whereby 
the  Federal  Government  might  cooperate 
with  the  States,  if  they  desire  to  do  so, 
to  regulate  billboards  along  interstate 
highways.  The  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  ably  seconded 
their  efforts.  However,  I  believe  he  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  and  the  Senator  from  California 
are  the  ones  who  put  their  name  on  the 
bill  in  the  first  instance,  and  really  took 
the  brunt  of  that  fight. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  First  I  wish  to  thank  my 
able  friend  and  colleague,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota,  for 
his  very  generous  references  to  me.  I 
agree  fully  that  the  coauthors  of  the 
amendment,  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuber- 
ger]  and  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  ably 
presented  the  amendment  and  sup¬ 
ported  it  diligently  and  effectively.  I 
commend  them  and  congratulate  them. 
I  wish  also  to  commend  and  congratulate 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  upon  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  his  support  and  leadership. 
The  provision  does  not  prohibit  bill¬ 
boards  or  advertising;  it  will,  with  the 
cooperation  of  the  States,  bring  about 
reasonable  regulation  of  billboards  in 
areas  adjacent  to  the  highways,  to  the 
end  that  such  regulation  will  promote 
safety  and  the  preservation  of  scenic 
beauty  and  sites  of  historic  interest.  I 
believe  that  to  be  in  the  national  inter¬ 
est,  and  I  congratulate  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  and  the  coauthors  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  I  think  I  should  say,  frankly, 
honestly,  and  candidly,  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  did  not  seek 
any  credit  in  connection  with  the  bill¬ 
board  provision.  My  position  on  that 
subject  was  dictated  by  certain  objective 
responsibilities  which  I  felt  I  had  in  my 
position  as  the  ranking  member  for  the 
minority. 

I  cannot  say  that  there  was  any  great 
outpouring  of  sentiment  in  my  State  to 
support  the  billboard  provision;  to  the 
contrary.  I  live  in  a  section  where  the 
tourist  industry  is  most  important. 
Many  of  our  people  were  inclined  to  mis¬ 
understand  any  position  which  savored 
of  support  for  the  so-called  billboard 
provision. 

But  a  person  has  many  responsibilities 
when  he  serves  in  this  body,  and  they 
are  not  entirely  dictated  by  the  desire  to 
be  on  good  terms  with  and  to  please, 
even  in  some  instances,  some  of  his 
friends.  He  has  some  responsibilities 
which  come  from  serving  as  a  Senator 
in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

Moreover,  I  had  heard  the  President 
of  the  United  States  say  that,  inasmuch 
as  in  the  case  of  highways  the  Federal 
Government  was  to  pay  90  percent  of  the 


cost,  he  hoped  something  would  be  done 
to  preserve  scenic  beauty  and  to  increase 
safety,  so  as  to  make  the  interstate  high¬ 
ways  truly  serviceable  for  the  great  ob¬ 
jectives  of  a  national  system  of  defense 
and  intercommunication. 

I  had  heard  both  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  the  administration’s  spokes¬ 
man,  and  the  Administrator  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads,  take  the  position 
that  they  felt  Congress  would  be  remiss 
if  it  did  not  make  it  possible  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  cooperate  with 
the  States  which  wanted  to  take  some 
action  in  this  regard. 

As  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
stated,  this  section  of  the  bill  does  not 
prohibit  billboards.  I  pointed  out  dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  that  I  thought  the 
Federal  Government  did  not  have  the 
police  power  to  prohibit  billboards.  But 
I  think  the  States  which  want  to  do 
something  about  this  matter  are  en¬ 
titled  to  the  cooperation  and  the  en¬ 
couragement  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  It  was  on  that  basis  that  I 
voted,  when  the  responsibility  was  mine, 
to  preserve  an  opportunity  for  such 
cooperation.  On  that  basis,  I  was  glad 
to  cast  my  vote  under  whatever  respon¬ 
sibilities  were  involved. 

With  respect  to  the  operation  of  the 
section,  there  are  2  or  3  things  I  wish 
to  point  out.  First,  with  respect  to  the 
so-called  Cotton  amendment,  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  alluded, 
the  amendment  to  except  the  rights-of- 
way  which  were  acquired  prior  to  July  1, 
1956,  from  eligibility  for  the  incentive 
fund,  was  one  that  I  supported.  I  sup¬ 
ported  it,  not  as  a  means  of  weakening 
section  2,  but  because  I  thought  there 
was  a  certain  amount  of  equity  involved. 

As  to  rights-of-way  acquired  years 
ago,  or  prior  to  the  consideration  of 
the  billboard  section,  the  people  who 
established  advertising  rights,  or  pur¬ 
chased  them,  did  so  in  good  faith.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  smacked  a  little  bit 
of  ex  post  facto  legislation,  or  retroac¬ 
tive  legislation  for  Congress  to  establish 
an  incentive  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  to  let  a  State  do  anything 
which  might  involve  the  confiscation  of 
those  rights;  that  is,  the  States  might 
proceed  under  their  police  power.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Cotton  amendment  did  not  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  application  of  the  sec¬ 
ond  part  of  the  cooperation,  namely,  the 
sharing  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  rights. 

As  to  the  rights-of-way  which  were 
acquired  prior  to  July  1,  1956,  if  a  State 
wishes  to  acquire  or  purchase  the  ad¬ 
vertising  rights,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  under  the  language  agreed  to  in 
the  conference  report,  still  will  act  in 
cooperation  with  the  States. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  By  reimbursing  90  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  such  acquisition,  pro¬ 
vided  it  does  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the 
cost  of  the  right-of-way. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  is 
correct.  It  seemed  to  me  that  was  a 
sound  and  equitable  provision.  The 
Federal  Government  does  not  then  put 
itself  in  the  position  of  encouraging  the 
States  to  confiscate  advertising  on  rights- 


of-way  acquired  prior  to  July  1,  1956. 
The  Federal  Government  can  say  to  the 
States,  with  respect  to  that,  “If  you  want  ' 
to  buy  the  advertising  rights,  we  will 
help  you  buy  them ;  but  we  will  not  be  in 
a  position  of  offering  you  an  incentive 
to  use  your  police  powers  to  accomplish 
something  in  a  retroactive,  ex  post  facto 
way.” 

The  other  matter,  and  the  final  one, 
which  I  wish  to  speak  about  concerning 
the  billboard  provision,  is  that  it  is  not 
automatic.  Nothing  will  really  happen 
unless  a  State  wants  something  to  hap¬ 
pen.  It  is  a  cooperative  venture.  In 
that  respect,  we  sought  also  to  protect 
the  interests  of  the  traveling  public,  the 
communities,  and  businesses  near  the 
highway.  In  the  final  analysis,  I  think 
the  language  which  was  adopted  for 
paragraphs  3,  and  4  of  the  section  dealing 
with  policies  and  standards  is  pretty  good 
language,  after  all. 

Paragraph  4,  as  it  was  reported,  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  agreements  between  the 
States  and  the  Federal  Government 
should  include  signs  which  were  of  in¬ 
terest  and  service  to  the  traveling  pub¬ 
lic. 

Subparagraph  (3) ,  as  it  was  amended, 
struck  out  the  impracticable  figure  of  500 
square  inches  as  a  measurement  of 
standard,  and  inserted  the  same  lan¬ 
guage  as  was  contained  in  paragraph  4, 
namely,  that  signs  which  conformed  to 
the  policy  would  be  permitted  for  busi¬ 
ness  or  for  activities  which  are  located 
within  12  miles  of  where  the  sign  is  to  be 
placed.  That  was  definitely  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  protecting  communities,  facili¬ 
ties,  motels,  restaurants,  and  other  serv¬ 
ices,  institutions,  or  businesses  which 
might  be  bypassed  by  the  relocation  of 
the  interstate  highways. 

On  that  ground,  I  think  those  two 
clauses — paragraphs  3  and  4 — are  in  the 
interest  of  the  traveling  public  and  also 
in  the  interest  of  people  adjacent  to  the 
highways  who  might  have  been  injured 
or  bypassed.  These  are  definitely  con¬ 
structive  improvements  over  the  original 
language. 

I  had  not  intended  to  speak  this  long 
on  the  conference  report,  but  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  courtesy  .of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  [Mr.  Chavez]  in  yielding  to  me  for 
these  comments. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  would  not  want  the 
opportunity  to  pass  without  my  paying 
tribute  to  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  [Mr.  Chavez],  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  and 
the  ranking  minority  member,  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  for  bringing  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  before  the  Senate.  It  is  impor¬ 
tant,  not  only  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole, 
but  also  to  the  individual  States. 

I  realize  that  the  enactment  of  the 
bill  will  bring  problems  to  the  States.  I 
think  some  States  will  have  difficulty  in 
obtaining  matching  funds  unless  then- 
legislatures  are  in  session.  Fortunately, 
a  special  session  of  the  Kansas  Legisla¬ 
ture  has  been  called  for  April  21.  I  am 
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certain  that  the  highway  measure  now 
before  the  Senate  will  be  given  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  Kansas  Legislature  at  the 
special  session.  I  am  very  happy  that 
the  Senate  by  its  action  today  will  af¬ 
ford  the  Kansas  Legislature,  in  special 
session,  an  opportunity  to  vote  such  spe¬ 
cial  funds  as  will  be  needed  for  matching 
the  Federal  contribution,  and  therefore 
to  take  prompt  advantage  of  the  new 
law. 

I  firmly  believe  that  this  is  one  of  the 
most  forward  looking  steps  Congress  has 
taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  Nation  in 
many  years. 

I  again  commend  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee,  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  subcommittee  for  their 
sponsorship  of  this  fine  measure. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  those  words  coming  from  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  are  particularly 
appreciate^.  The  Senator  from  Kansas 
was  for  many  years  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  knows  the 
history  of  highway  legislation  for  a  con¬ 
siderable  period. 

Moreover,  he  has  served  as  governor 
of  Kansas  for  two  terms  and  knows  the 
administrative  problems  of  States  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  whole  matter  of  Federal 
'aid  to  highways. 

It  is  interesting  that  the  legislature  of 
his  State  is  about  to  meet  and  to  put 
itself  in  a  position  to  take  advantage  of 
the  opportunities  offered-  by  the  bill. 
One  of  the  features  which  I  hope  the 
Kansas  Legislature  will  notice  is  that  the 
$400  million  emergency  fund  for  ABC 
roads  is  made  available  on  a  basis  of 
complete  transferability  as  among  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads' 
within  the  States.  Once  an  apportion¬ 
ment  has  been  made,  the  States  may  use 
the  money  where  they  have  the  greatest 
need  for  roadbuilding  or  where  they 
want  to  provide  some  good  roadbuilding 
jobs.  Complete  transferability,  I  think, 
is  one  of  the  constructive  features  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  I  express  the  sin¬ 
cere  appreciation  of  the  State  of  Idaho 
to  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  to  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  and  to 
the  ranking  Republican  member  of  the 
subcommittee  for  their  vigorous  defense 
of  the  Senate  provisions  of  the  bill  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  public  lands  States,  so  far 
as  public  lands  funds  and  forest  high¬ 
ways  are  concerned. 

I  think  there  is  a  misunderstanding 
frequently  concerning  the  approxi¬ 
mately  360  million  acres  of  public  do¬ 
main,  federally  owned  land,  in  the  West. 
Obviously,  the  States  within  whose 
borders  the  public  domain  lies  assume  a 
disproportionate  burden  in  trying  to 
keep  abreast  of  the  nonpublic  lands 
States  in  accelerating  the  highway 
program. 

Again  I  wish  to  point  out  that  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  who  held  hearings  in  the  West, 
and  in  the  State  of  Idaho  last  Decem¬ 
ber,  had  a  very  thorough  understanding 


of  the  needs  of  the  highways  in  the 
public-land  States. 

Although  the  House  conferees  made 
material  reductions  in  the  amounts  of 
the  authorizations  voted  by  the  Senate 
for  these  categories  of  highways,  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  have  made  a  beginning  in  that 
direction,  so  that  we  in  the  West  can 
maintain  a  status  comparable  to  that 
of  the  other  States  in  connection  with 
the  building  of  essential  highways,  not 
so  much  to  take  care  of  local  needs  as 
to  provide  essential  highways  for  trans¬ 
continental  use. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Idaho  was  most  persuasive  with  the  com¬ 
mittee.  He  and  his  associates  also  were 
very  persuasive  with  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  when  the  hearings  were 
held  in  Idaho.  The  Senators  from  Idaho 
and  their  associates  must  really  have 
given  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee  an  excellent  view  of  the  sit¬ 
uation,  because  on  several  occasion's  he 
took  occasion  to  say  to  the  committee, 
‘‘After  going  there  and  seeing  the  sit¬ 
uation  firsthand,  I  changed  my  mind.  I 
found  that  by  building  only  a  few  miles 
of  road,  hundreds  of  miles  of  travel 
could  be  saved.”  I  heard  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  say  that,  not  once,  but 
many  times. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  not  only  traveled  by  automo¬ 
bile  over  the  area,  but  he  also  flew  over 
it  and  got  a  view  from  the  air. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  In  any 
event,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  be¬ 
came  convinced  of  the  importance  of 
that  aspect  of  the  program;  and  he  pre¬ 
sented  effectively,  both  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee  and  in  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee,  the  point  of  view  which  was 
expressed  a  moment  ago  by  the  Senator 
from  Idaho. 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger]  for 
permitting  me  to  proceed  at  this  time. 

I  now  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  add  to  the  very  much 
deserved  encomiums  which  have  been 
delivered  here  today  in  connection  with 
the  highway  bill. 

I  particularly  wish  to  commend  the 
members  of  the  Senate  conference  com¬ 
mittee  who,  although  they  themselves 
are  opposed  to  the  control  of  billboards 
by  legislation,  nevertheless  followed  the 
wishes  of  their  colleagues  in  the  Senate. 
I  believe  that  act  by  them  is  fully  de¬ 
serving  of  the  plaudits  which  already  to¬ 
day  have  been  received  by  them. 

I  also  wish  to  concur,  in  particular,  in 
what  was  said  about  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel].  He  and  I  worked  together  on 
the  various  proposals  in  the  field  of  sign¬ 
board  regulation.  I  believe  that  in  the 
absence  of  the  very  friendly  bipartisan 
cooperation  which  existed  between  us,  it 
might  have  been  impossible  to  achieve 
the  results  which  now  have  been 
achieved.  I  do  not  think  anyone  could 
have  been  more  cooperative  than  was 
Senator  Kuchel  in  compromising  cer¬ 
tain  phases  of  his  own  bill.  I  trust  that 
I  was  equally  amenable  in  my  work  with 
him. 


The  chairman  of  the  Roads  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  distinguished  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  led  the 
fight  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  was 
the  field  marshal  in  charge  of  the  opera¬ 
tions.  Without  him,  we  would  not  have 
succeeded. 

Mr.  President,  this  has  been  a  long 
trail.  I  think  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  remembers  when  we  brought  a  very, 
very  mild  signboard  provision  onto  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  in  1955,  and  lost  it 
summarily.  But  that  was  the  remote 
beginning  of  this  undertaking. 

The  ladies  of  the  United  States  who 
belong  to  the  garden  clubs  have  not  been 
mentioned  in  the  Senate  thus  far  today. 
Not  only  do  they  share  in  this  victory; 
but  I  also  believe  that  they,  themselves, 
won  it.  They  let  their  Senators  know 
how  they  felt  about  signboards  which 
would  deface  the  interstate  highways. 

In  view  of  what  happened  in  the  other 
body  today,  it  is  evident  that  the  ladies 
who  belong  to  the  garden  clubs  also  let 
their  Representatives  know  how  they 
felt  about  this  matter. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  understand  that 
today  in  the  United  States,  women  cast 
more  votes  than  men  do.  That  situation 
is  in  line  with  the  facts  set  forth  in  an 
article  by  an  eminent  writer,  which  re¬ 
cently  was  published  in  Harper’s  maga¬ 
zine.  In  the  article  he  points  out  that 
women  live  longer  than  men,  and  there¬ 
fore  women  comprise  the  majority  of  the 
population  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  letters  and  other  com¬ 
munications  which  I  received  in  regard 
to  signboards  came  from  women.  I  think 
particularly  the  women  of  America — the 
housewives,  the  girls,  the  grand¬ 
mothers — care  how  our  highways  look. 
The  men  may  want  to  have  four-lane 
highways  with  easy  grades  and  wide 
curves,  so  they  can  drive  on  them  with 
safety  and  at  high  speeds;  but  I  think 
the  ladies  in  the  garden  clubs  and  in  the 
League  of  Women  Voters  and  in  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs  care 
what  the  highways  look  like,  and  do  not 
want  them  plastered  with  signboards. 
They  have  let  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  know  how  they  felt; 
and  I  believe  that  the  vote  taken  today 
in  the  House  of  Representatives  is  not 
only  an  indication  of  the  wisdom  of  the 
Members  of  the  House,  but  also  is  an 
indication  of  the  wisdom  of  the  citizens 
of  this  country  who  got  in  touch  with 
them. 

Mr.  President,  as  has  been  stated 
again  and  again,  this  measure  provides 
for  the  making  of  purely  voluntary  co¬ 
operative  arrangements,  insofar  as  bill¬ 
boards  are  concerned.  Not  one  State 
will  have  to  take  advantage  of  the  one- 
half  of  1  percent  donation  or  of  the  funds 
made  available  through  the  acquisition 
procedure.  However,  I  am  willing  to 
venture  the  prediction  that  many  States 
will  do  so,  because,  just  as  the  ladies 
who  belong  to  the  garden  clubs  are  able 
to  write,  and  have  written,  to  their  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  Congress  in  Washington, 
D.  C.,  they  can  also  write  to  Sacramento, 
Calif. ;  to  Salem,  Oreg. ;  to  Boise,  Idaho ; 
to  Albany,  N.  Y.;  to  Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.; 
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and  to  all  the  other  great  State  capitals 
of  the  country. 

Today,  the  Federal  Government  has 
provided  the  machinery  by  which  the 
roadsides  can  be  protected,  so  that  those 
who  drive  over  the  roads  can  have  a 
chance  jto  look  at  the  scenic  grandeur 
of  America.  Today,  the  members  of  the 
American  Automobile  Association  and  its 
affiliated  groups  and  the  members  of  the 
garden  clubs  can  go  to  the  State  capitals 
and  can  say  to  their  representatives 
there,  “Uncle  Sam  hak  made  available 
this  bonus  and  these  acquisition  funds. 
You  must  set  up  a  cooperative  agreement 
with  the  Federal  Government  to  protect 
our  roadside  beauty.” 

Mr.  President,  I  predict  that  the  States 
will  act,  that  they  will  take  advantage  of 
this  arrangement,  and  that  it  will  be 
a  reasonable  and,  I  may  even  say,  a  high¬ 
ly  effective  means  of  commencing  the 
protection  of  what  we  call  “America,  the 
Beautiful.” 

Mr.  President,  I  desire  to  thank  all  my 
colleagues  for  their  wonderful  coopera¬ 
tion.  I  particularly  desire  to  thank  my 
seatmate,  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  ,  who,  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate,  led  the  fight  by 
means  of  which  we  retained  this  provi¬ 
sion,  last  week.  If  the  victory  belongs 
to  any  one  person  in  public  life,  certainly 
it  belongs  to  him. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  written 
here  today  is  the  final,  convincing,  and 
successful  legislative  chapter  in  a  years- 
long  struggle  to  recognize  and  promote 
the  people’s  rights  and  the  people’s  in¬ 
terests. 

This  measure  is  excellent  not  alone 
because  of  its  recognition  of  the  needs 
of  highway  construction  in  this  Na¬ 
tion,  not  alone  because  of  its  recogni¬ 
tion  that  those  needs  have  been  accel¬ 
erated  and,  thus,  that  the  program  of 
highway  construction  likewise  must  be 
accelerated. 

This  measure  is  excellent,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  not  alone  because  it  constitutes  an 
excellent  antirecession  bill — probably  the 
outstanding  one  of  this  session. 

But  it  is  excellent  also  because  it  rep¬ 
resents,  so  far  as  the  Congress  is  con¬ 
cerned,  an  acceptance  of  the  principle 
of  roadside  protection  and  of  preserva¬ 
tion  of  scenic  beauty  in  America  through 
which  now,  and  in  the  immediate  years 
ahead,  a  modern,  efficient,  high-speed 
41,000-mile  interstate  highway  system  is 
about  to  be  constructed. 

I  pay  tribute  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger].  He  sits 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle.  He  began 
to  awaken  the  conscience  of  the  Senate 
to  the  necessity  of  protecting  the  beau¬ 
ties  of  nature  alongside  our  great  new 
Interstate  System,  in  a  field  in  which 
until  now  the  Congress  has  failed  or 
neglected  to  legislate. 

I  pay  tribute  to  all  those  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  who  participated  in  the 
drafting  of  the  billboard  incentive  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  and  thereafter  stood 
and  were  counted  on  a  bipartisan  ba¬ 
sis,  in  favor  of  it;  this  was  no  partisan 
political  issue. 

Congress  has  now  laid  down  a  na¬ 
tional  policy.  Congress  now  has  sup¬ 
plied  an  incentive  to  the  States.  It 


only  remains  for  the  President  speed¬ 
ily  to  approve  the  bill,  as  I  most  re- 
spectly  hope  that  he  will.  Then  it  will 
be  up  to  the  States  of  the  American 
Union  to  implement  what  Congress  has 
done,  and,  I  very  much  hope,  to  pre¬ 
sent,  in  the  years  ahead  a  convincing 
demonstration  all  across  the  country  of 
the  needs  of  the  people  and  of  the 
wishes  of  the  people,  and  the  response 
of  State  governments,  under  our  na¬ 
tional  policy,  to  those  needs  and  those 
wishes. 

If  that  be  the  case,  Mr.  President,  you 
and  I  and  every  family  in  this  land  can 
look  forward  to  the  enjoyment  of  driv¬ 
ing  from  our  States  or  from  any  other 
State  in  this  Union  across  the  country 
and  back  again  on  highways  which  will 
be  safe  and  which  will  afford  travelers 
comfort  and  happiness  as  they  speed 
along  their  way. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  the  vote  on  the  conference  report 
is  taken,  I  desire  to  join  my  colleagues 
in  paying  tribute  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  [Mr.  Cha¬ 
vez],  who  has  worked  long  and  ardu¬ 
ously;  to  the  distinguished  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  who,  as 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  did  much 
of  the  groundwork;  to  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Neuberger],  who 
was  a  fighter  in  a  good  cause;  to  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  who  devoted  himself  to  the  task 
with  his  usual  thoroughness;  to  the  able 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
for  his  drive  and  great  ability;  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  who  has  worked  long  and 
arduously;  and  to  all  the  other  members 
of  the  committee;  but  I  especially  wish 
to  commend  the  present  presiding  offi¬ 
cer,  the  junior  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  youngest  member  of  the 
committee,  who  did  such  outstanding 
work,  along  with  his  senior  colleague 
from  the  State  of  Idaho  [Mr.  Dworshak]  , 
in  securing  authorization  for  the  funds 
necessary  to  bring  about  an  earlier  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Highway, 
in  obtaining  authorization  for  funds  to 
accelerate  the  forest  highway  program, 
and  for  additional  money  for  the  forest 
access  roads.  I  am  delighted  at  this  time 
to  pay  tribute  to  this  outstanding  young 
Senator,  who  is  the  newest  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  and 
who  has  done  so  much  to  advance  the 
cause  of  those  of  us  who  live  in  the 
northwestern  section  of  the  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  join  the  Senator  from  Montana  in 
paying  tribute  to  the  young  and  new 
Senator  from  Idaho  IMr.  Church]. 
When  we  talk  about  the  billboard  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  it  is  well  to  refer  to  my 
friends  from  Tennessee  and  Oregon. 
They  were  dedicated  Senators.  It  is  all 
right  to  speak  about  Senators  who  were 
against  the  billboard  section  of  the  bill, 
as  I  was,  as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr]  was,  and  as  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin]  was.  But  the 
one  who  cast  the  deciding  vote  to  keep 
the  provision  in  the  bill  was  the  junior 
Senator  from  Idaho.  So  I  think  he 
deserves  special  praise. 
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tECORD  OF  THE  SENATE  IN  THE 
PRESENT  SESSION 

r.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
we  adjourn  today,  we  will  leave, 
for  welcome  opportunity  to  spen 
e  time  with  the  people  whom  w 
sent. 

is  has  been  a  very  busy  session- 
the  busiest  in  my  memory.  It  hks 
en  a  session  of  accomplishment 
h  accomplishment  as  I  can 
y  this  season  of  the  year, 
ere  confronted  with  a  problefrn — 
a  problem  that  involved  people  /  and 
which  required  an  immediate  response. 
The  deepening  economic  recession  had 
put  5,20(1000  men  and  women  but  of 
work,  and  something  had  to  be  done. 

Under  the  leadership  of  <Lyndon 
Johnson,  k  program  was  put  together. 
It  was  a  program  of  action — n0t  hasty, 
not  panicky,  not  ill-conceived — but  a 
program  of  effective  action. 

Within  tha  space  of  a  few  jfreeks,  the 
Senate  has  tdken  these  steps 

First.  Approved — by  a  votefof  93  to  1 — 
the  resolution  \to  accelerate /civil  public 
works. 

Second.  Approved — by  a  /vote  of  76  to 

I —  a  resolution\  to  accele/ate  military 
public  works. 

Third.  Approved — by  a/ vote  of  86  to 
0 — a  bill  to  stimulate  the/housing  indus¬ 
try  and  create  a  potential  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  600,000  to  8 00, 000/ jobs. 

Fourth.  Approved— by  a  vote  of  84  to 
4 — a  bill  to  accelerate  /he  highway  pro¬ 
gram  and  create  a 
520,000  jobs. 

Fifth.  Approved — 1 

II —  a  conference  re; 
flood  control  bill, 
a  potential  of  near! 


Jotential  of  some 


a  vote  of  52  to 
tt  on  the  omnibus 
phith  should  create 
400,000  jobs. 

Sixth.  Approved/-by  W  vote  of  50  to 
43 — a  farm  bill  aesigned  to  maintain 
farm  income  apd  fai^n  purchasing 
power. 

Mr.  President, /this  is  a  fcolid  and  sub¬ 
stantial  record.  /  I  take  special  pride  in 
the  fact  that  an  of  these  measures  were 
passed  by  bipa/tisan  votes.  \  The  record 
represents  the /senate  responding  to  the 
desires  and  to  /the  needs  of  our  people. 

There  are  still  three  provisions  in  the 
Johnson  program  to  be  considered  by  the 
Senate.  They  are: 

First,  thepommunity  public  Vorks  bill 
which,  unfortunately,  was  delayed  by 
some  unexpected  last-minute  thoughts. 

Second,  /an  expanded  airport  program 
which  is  now  before  the  commitb 

Third, /a  reclamation  program  Whose 
provisions  rest  on  careful  study  mAde  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  \  New 
Mexico/[Mr.  Anderson]. 

The/  distinguished  majority  leWder 
[Mr.  Johnson  of  Texas]  has  conferred 
with  /he  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the 
chaiitnan  of  the  House  Appropriations 
Committee.  He  has  asked  that  the  citil 
funogions  bill  be  expedited  so  that  tfie 
Array  engineers  will  know  at  the  earlie; 
possible  moment  what  funds  they  will 
have  tor  their  planning.  There  will,  o: 
cqprse,  be  cooperation  because  all  of  us 
a/e  determined  to  take  effective  steps  to 
fip  our  fellow  Americans  in  their  hour 
!f  need. 
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r.  President,  it  is  unfortunate  that 
one  Sf  the  most  important  measures  in 
this  program  has  been  vetoed.  I  am  re¬ 
ferring  \±o  the  farm  bill — which  was 
simply  arheffort  to  prevent  the  use  of  the 
powers  of  government  to  force  farm  in¬ 
come  below  r057  levels. 

It  is  a  sad  Commentary  that  we  seem 
able  to  secure  cooperation  in  our  efforts 
to  help  almost  every  part  of  the  economy 
except  agriculture/.  If  farmers  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  they  have  been 
singled  out  by  the  executive  agencies  to 
bear  the  brunt  of  the  rtnpact  of  the  re¬ 
cession,  their  feelings  \ill  be  under¬ 
standable. 

At  the  present  moment,  there  is  little 
we  can  do  about  it..  Ours  i\a  system 
of  checks  and  balances,  ancl  if  one 
branch  of  the  Government  is  wiping  to 
act  and  another  branch  is  not  billing 
to  act,  extreme  difficulties  can  be  cre¬ 
ated. 

We  can  only  hope  that  the  determine 
tion  to  block  Congress  will  not  be  ex-' 
tended  to  other  fields  of  endeavor.  A 
veto  is  not  the  only  method  which  can 
be  used  to  choke  off  initiative.  Congress 
can  propose,  but  the  laws  must  be  car¬ 
ried  out  by  the  men  who  have  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  administering  those  laws. 

I  hope  the  headlines  of  the  last  2 
days,  which  tell  us  that  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  is  deter¬ 
mined  to  prevent  further  antirecession 
legislation,  do  not  accurately  reflect  the 
state  of  mind  at  the  other  end  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania  Avenue. 

Prosperity  may  be  just  around  the 
corner.  We  may  have  reached  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  the  recession,  read?  for  an  up¬ 
swing. 

But  people  do  not  turn  a  corner  un¬ 
less  they  are  willing  to  move.  And  up¬ 
swings  do  not  occur  if  there  is  a  de¬ 
termination  to  remain  on  dead  center. 

We  are  dealing  with  people — not  with 
abstract  economic  theories.  I  think  we 
will  all  agree  with  the  President  that 
the  best  stimulus  to  an  economy  is  when 
people  spend  their  own  money. 

But  in  order  to  spend  their  own 
money  they  must  first  have  it  to  spend. 
And  they  will  not  have  money  unless 
there  are  payrolls,  and  unless  there  .is 
adequate  leadership  which  recognizes 
the  true  urgencies  of  life. 

This  session,  I  believe,  has  aoted  in 
the  finest  traditions  of  Confess.  It 
has  faced  the  issues  squarely/  By  that 
I  mean  not  only  the  issues  oft  recession 
but  the  issues  of  the  defenses  of  this 
Nation. 

The  exhaustive  hearings  of  the  Senate 
Preparedness  Subcommittee — which  be¬ 
gan.  last  Novembei/-are  now  bearing 
fruit. 

The  President  Ms  agreed  with  some  of 
the  findings  of  /he  committee  and  has 
indicated  tha/  he  will  strengthen  the 
defenses  of  oar  country.  The  Secretary 
of  Defense  mas  already  issued  some  or¬ 
ders  whicl/ accord  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of/the  Preparedness  Subcommit¬ 
tee  ths/  our  country  be  strengthened. 

W/'have  in  front  of  us  not  a  vacation 
but/ an  opportunity  to  talk  to  our  peo¬ 
ple  and  learn  at  first  hand  of  the  prob- 
ems  which  now  are  x-eflected  in  cold 


statistics.  I  know  every  Member  of  the 
Senate  will  take  advantage  of  that  op¬ 
portunity. 

When  we  return,  it  is  planned  to  make 
the  community  facilities  bill  the  first 
order  of  business.  This  is  in  accord  with 
the  motion  offered  by  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  on  Monday  evening, 
which  was  agreed  to  by  the  Senate.  I 
hope  that  the  other  measures  will  be 
ready  and  that  we  can  proceed  to  com¬ 
plete  action  on  the  Johnson  program. 

There  are  other  measures,  which 
properly  are  the  prerogative  of  the 
House  and  which  are  receiving  serious 
consideration  in  that  body.  No  one  at 
this  point  can  foresee  exactly  how  they 
will  come  to  us  or  how  they  will  be  han¬ 
dled,  but  I  know  my  colleagues  are  giv¬ 
ing  those  questions  deep  thought  and 
will  be  ready  to  act  with  the  same 
promptness  with  which  we  have  acted 
already. 

Haste  and  urgency  are  two  different 
words,  even  though  there  are  some  peo- 
ile  who  seem  incapable  of  recognizing 
the  difference.  What  may  be  haste  to 
theunan  who  is  in  a  comfortable  position 
could  seem  a  proper  response  to  urgency 
to  the'man  who  needs  a  job. 

Mr.  President;  I  wish  to  thank  my  col¬ 
leagues  for  the  cooperation  tl/y  have 
accorded  to,  me  and  to  express , my  pleas 
ure  at  the  Opportunity  of  working  with 
them 

CERTAIN  PUBLIC  WORKS  ON  RIV¬ 
ERS  AND  HARBORS— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  497),  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preserva¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  -agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 
j  Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
]  that  the  vote  by  which  the  conference 
report  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
lay  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to.  } 


nominations,  which  wei’e  referred  to , 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 


MESSAGES  FROM.  THE  PRESIDENT 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  submitting 
nominations  were  communicated  to  the 
Senate  by  Mr.  Ratchford,  one  of  his 
secretaries. 


EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 
As  in  executive  session, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President,  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry 


RULES  FOR  REPAIR  OF  BOWER  OR 
TRAIN  BRAI 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
1386)  to  authorize  Xfae  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  to  prescribe  niles, 
standards,  and  instructions  for  the  in¬ 
stallation,  inspection,  maintenance,  a.nd 
repair  of  powdr  or  train  brakes,  which 
was  to  strikeout  all  after  the  enacting- 
clause  and/msert: 

That  (a/  this  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Power  fir  Train  Brakes  Safety  Appliance 
Act  of  >958.” 

(b) /Section  2  of  the  Safety  Appliance  Act 
of  M&rch  2,  1903  (32  Stat.  943,  chapter  976, 
sec''  2;  45  U.  S.  C.  9),  is  amended  (1)  by 
changing  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  the 
/third  clause  thereof  to  a  period,  (2)  by 
^striking  the  remaining  language  of  the  sec¬ 
tion,  and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  that 
section  the  following  new  language:  “One 
hundred  and  twenty  days  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Power  or  Train  Brakes 
Safety  Appliance  Act  of  1958,  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission  shall  adopt  and 
put  into  effect  the  rules,  standards,  and 
instructions  of  the  Association  of  American 
Railroads,  adopted  in  1925  and  revised  in 
*1933,  1934,  1941,  and  1953,  with  such  revi¬ 
sions  as  may  have  been  adopted  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  such  act,  for  the  installation, 
inspection,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  all 
power  or  train  brakes  for  common  carriers 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce  by  raUroad. 
Such  rules,  standards,  and  instructions  shall 
thereafter  remain  the  rules,  standards,  and 
instructions  for  the  installation,  inspection, 
maintenance,  and  repair  of  all  power  or  train 
brakes  unless  changed,  after  hearing,  by 
order  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion:  Provided,  however,  That  such  rules  or 
standards  or  instructions  or  changes  therein, 
shall  be  promulgated  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  achieving  safety.  The  provisions  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  all 
trains,  locomotives,  tenders,  cars,  and  similar 
vehicles  used,  hauled,  or  permitted  to  be 
used  or  hauled,  by  any  railroad  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce.  In  the  execution  of 
this  section,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
ission  may  utilize  the  services  of  the  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  American  Railroads,  and  may  avail 
lts^tf  of  the  advice  and  assistance  of  any 
department,  commissions  or  board  of  the 
UniteoSStates  Government,  and  of  State  gov¬ 
ernment  but  no  official  or  employee  of  the 
United  States  shall  receive  any  additional 
compensation  for  such  service  except  as  now 
permitted  b\  law.  Failure  to  comply  with 
any  rule,  regulation,  or  requirement  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
1  sion  pursuant  toSthe  provisions  of  this  sec- 
1  tion  shall  be  subject  to  the  like  penalty  as 
failure  to  comply  w^h  any  requirement  of 
this  section.” 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  \Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senates,  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  HouseS, 

The  PRESIDING  OFMCER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  toSthe  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida/ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE. 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  i\s 
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readihg  clerks,  announced  that,  the 
House  nad  passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  9291)  to 
define  ptk'ts  of  certain  types  of  footwear, 
in  which  ikrequested  the  concurrence  of 
the  SenateX 
\ 

HOUSE '"BILL  REFERRED 
The  bill  (H.  RX9291)  to  define  parts 
of  certain  types  of,  footwear,  was  read 
twice  by  its  title,  aSjd  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance 


ADDITION  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  TO 
THE  CARIBOU  AND  TARGHEE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  FORESTS 
Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  unfinished 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside,  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider 
ation  of  Calendar  No.  1433,  S.  1748. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bfi 
will  be  stated  by  title'  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  1748)  to 
add  certain  lands  located  in  Idaho  and 
Wyoming  to  the  Caribou  and  Targhee 
National  Forests. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  f 748) 
to  add  certain  lands  located  in  Idaho  and 
Wyoming  to  the  Caribou  and  Targhee 
National  Forests,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  with  amendments  on 
page  4,  line  16,  after  the  word  “Forests”, 
to  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided,  That 
any  acquired  lands  hereby  incorporated 
into  the  national  forest  shall  be  subject 
to  the  laws  and  regulations  applicable 
to  national  forest  lands  acquired  under 
the  act  of  March  1,  1911  (36  Stat.  961), 
as  amended.”;  on  page  5,  line  1,  after 
the  word  “Forest”,  to  insert  “and  shall 
be  subject  to  the  laws  and  regulations 
applicable  to  national  forest  lands  ac¬ 
quired  under  the  act  of  March  1,  1911 
(36  Stat.  961) ,  as  amended.”;  and  in  line 
12,  after  the  word  “act”,  to  insert  a 
comma  and  “nor  to  prejudice  the  sale  or 
lease  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
lands  for  which  application  is  now  pend; 
ing  under  the  act  of  June  1,  1938  (52 
Stat.  609),  as  amended,  or  any  siipilar 
authority.”;  so  as  to  make  the  billhead: 

Be  it  enacted  etc.,  That  the  ^exterior 
boundaries  of  the  Targhee  Nation/l  Forest, 
located  in  Idaho  and  Wyoming,  Are  hereby 
extended  to  include  the  following  described 
lands :  / 

Lot  1  of  section  7;  lo.ts  1,  4/5,  6.  and  9,  the 
east  half  of  the  northeast  quarter,  the 
northwest  quarter  of  the/rortheast  quarter, 
the  northeast  quarter  oLthe  northwest  quar¬ 
ter,  and  the  east  half  91  the  southeast  quar¬ 
ter  of  section  8;  all  pi  section  15;  lots  1,  2, 
and  3,  the  northeast  quarter,  the  northwest 
quarter,  the  north  half  of  the  southwest 
quarter,  the  east-half  of  the  southeast  quar¬ 
ter,  and  the  nqr'thwest  quarter  of  the  south¬ 
east  quarter,  K>f  section  16;  lots  1,  4,  and  5, 
of  section  11*  lots  1  and  2  of  section  21;  lots 
1,  2,  6,  and  6,  the  east  half  of  the  north¬ 
east  quarter,  and  the  northwest  quarter  of 
the  northeast  quarter  of  section  22;  lots  1 
and  3/ the  north  half,  the  northeast  quar- 
the  southwest  quarter,  and  the  south¬ 
east  quarter  of  section  23;  the  west'  half  of 
Action  24,  the  west  half  of  section  25;  lots 


1,  4,  5,  and  8,  the  northeast  quarter,  and  the 
east  half  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  sec¬ 
tion  26;  lots  1,  4,  5,  and  8  of  section  35;  and 
all  of  section  36,  all  in  township  1  south, 
range  45  east  of  the  Boise  meridian,  in  Bon¬ 
neville  County,  State  of  Idaho;  and 

All  of  section  1;  lots  1,  2,  7,  8,  and  11,  the 
southeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter, 
and  the  northeast  quarter  of  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  2;  lot  1  of  section  11;  lots 

1,  3,  4,  and  7,  the  northeast  quarter,  the 
northeast  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter, 
and  the  east  half  of  the  southeast  quarter 
of  section  12;  lots  1,  4,  5,  and  9,  the  north¬ 
east  quarter,  and  the  northeast  quarter  of 
the  southeast  quarter  of  section  13;  and  lot 
1  of  section  24,  all  in  township  2  south, 
range  45  east  of  the  Boise  meridian,  in  Bon¬ 
neville  County,  State  of  Idaho,  and 

The  west  half  of  section  6;  all  of  section 
7;  the  west  half  of  section  8;  the  west  half  of 
section  17;  all  of  section  18;  lots  1,  2,  3,  and 
6,  the  northeast  quarter,  the  east  half  of 
the  northwest  quarter,  the  east  half  of  the 
southeast  quarter,  and  the  northwest  quar¬ 
ter  of  the  southeast  quarter  of  section  19; 
all  of  section  20;  the  southwest  quarter  bf 
section  21;  all  of  section  27;  all  of  section 
all  of  section  29;  lots  1,  4,  5,  and  8,  and 
tile  southeast  quarter  of  the  southeast  quar- 
terXof  section  30;  lots  1  and  4,  and  the 
northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of 
sectioft  31;  lots  1  and  3,  the  northeast  quan 
ter,  thei  northwest  quarter,  the  northeast 
quarter  <)f,  the  southwest  quarter,  and  ..the 
southeast  (smarter  of  section  32;  all  oy  sec¬ 
tion  33;  all  qf  section  34;  ail  in  township  2 
south,  range  4*6  east  of  the  Boise  meridian,  in 
Bonneville  Comity,  State  of  Id  ah/;  and 

All  of  section  qj;  all  of  sectioi/  4;  lots  1, 

2,  3,  6.  7,  and  rL  the  south/half  of  the 
northeast  quarter,  and  the  northeast  quar¬ 
ter  of  the  southeast1*,  quarter  of  section  5; 
lot  1  of  section  8;  alX  of/section  9;  all  of 
section  10;  all  of  section/ 15;  all  of  section 
16;  and  all  of  section  32\all  in  township  3 
south,  range  46,  east  pT  tlxs  Boise  meridian, 
in  Bonneville  County,  Statevof  Idaho;  and 

The  southwest  garter  of  \he  southwest 
quarter  of  section  17;  lots  2,  8.  and  4,  the 
west  half  of  th/  southwest  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter,  the  southeast  quarter  of 
the  northwest  quarter,  the  east  hiuf  of  the 
souhwest  quarter,  the  northwest  quarter  of 
the  southeast  quarter,  and  the  soutifi  half 
of  the  southeast  quarter  of  section  18;  all  of 
seetion/19;  the  west  half  of  the  northwest 
quartitt',  and  the  south  half,  of  section  2( 
all  of  section  29;  all  of  section  30;  all  of  sec- 
tiofi  31;  and  all  of  section  32,  ail  in  town- 
lip  37  north,  range  118  west  of  the  sixth 
irincipal  meridian,  in  Lincoln  County,  State 
of  Wyoming;  and 

-  All  of  section  2;  all  of  section  3,  and  all  of 
section  4,  ail  in  township  36  north,  range 
119  west  of  the  sixth  principal  meridian,  in 
Lincoln  County,  State  of  Wyoming. 

Sec.  2.  All  lands  of  the  United  States  lo- 
aated  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the 
Targhee  National  Forest  and  all  lands  which 
have  been,  or  are  hereafter  acquired  by  the 
United  States  in  connection  with  the  Pali¬ 
sades  Reservoir  reclamation  project  (other 
than  the  lands  referred  to  in  section  3)  are 
hereby  incorporated  into  and  made  parts 
of  the  Targhee  National  Forest;  Provided, 
That  any  acquired  lands  hereby  incorporated 
into  the  national  forest  shall  be  subject  to 
the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  acquired  under  the  Act 
of  March  1,  1911  (36  Stat.  961),  as  amended. 

Sec.  3.  All  lands  of  the  United  States 
within  tbe  exterior  boundaries  of  the  Cari¬ 
bou  National  Forest,  Idaho,  which  have 
been,  or  are  hereafter,  acquired  by  the 
United  States  in  connection  with  the  Pali¬ 
sades  Reservoir  reclamation  project  are 
hereby  incorporated  into  and  made  ports  of 
the  Caribou  National  Forest  and  shall  be 
subject  to  the  laws  and  regulations  applic¬ 
able  to  national  forest  lands  acquired  under 


the  Act  of  March  I,  1911  (36  Stat.  961),  as 
amended. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  It  is  hereby  declared  that 
sole  purpose  of  this  act  is  to  subject  Jfhe 
lands  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  sections  of 
this  act  to  all  laws  and  regulations  Appli¬ 
cable  to  national  forests,  and  nothim/in  this 
act  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  tile  United 
States  to  acquire  any  additional  lands  or  any, 
interest  therein,  nor  to  diminisjat  or  in  any¬ 
wise  affect  any  valid  rights  in'  or  to,  or  in 
connection  with,  any  such  lands  which  may 
be  in  existence  on  the  data/of  enactment  of 
this  act,  nor  to  prejudice'  the  sale  or  lease 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  lands  for 
which  application  is  nofa  pending  under  the 
act  of  June  1,  1938  (52  Stat.  609),  as  amend¬ 
ed,  or  any  similar  authority. 

(b)  (1)  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
make  available,  f^om  the  lands  referred  to  in 
the  foregoing  Actions  of  this  act,  to  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior/such  lands  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  finds  are  needed  in  connection 
with  thty  Palisades  Reservoir  reclamation 
projects 

(2)  /the  Secretary- of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  enter  into  such  agreements  with 
the/Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  respect  to 
the  relative  responsibilities  of  the  aforesaid 
Secretaries  for  the  administration  of,  as  well 
r  as  accounting  for  and  use  of  revenues  arising 
from,  lands  made  available  to  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  finds  to  be  proper 
in  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  this  act. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


ADDITIONAL  FUNDS  FOR  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  POST  OFFICE 

AND  CIVIL  SERVICE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  1444,  Senate  Resolution  273. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
resolution  will  be  stated  by  title  for  the 
^information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  resolution  (S. 
rXs.  273)  to  provide  additional  funds  for 
the\Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

The'PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objectiofi  to  the  request  of_  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  l\^esire  to  ask,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  pf  the  R&cord,  whether  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  reported  from  the  committee 
with  the  approvafipf  the  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  V  South  Carolina. 
The  resolution  was  reported  by  a  unani- 
ous  vote  of  the  entire  committee. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  tm»  Senator 
from  Montana  that  the  SenateNnroceed 
to  the  consideration  of  the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolution 
(S.  Res.  273)  to  provide  additional  fufids 
for  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  ar 
Civil  Service  was  considered  and  agreec 
to,  as  follows; 
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il  and  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Forand],  have  worked  ef¬ 
fectively  and  diligently  to  bring  this  leg¬ 
islation  to  its  present  posture.  The  leg¬ 
islation 'js  meritorious  in  character  and 
would  giV£  to  our  American  producers 
the  protection  that  Congress  has  consist¬ 
ently  inteno^d  that  they  should  have. 
The  legislation's  extremely  technical  in 
nature  but  the-,  committee  report  ac¬ 
companying  the  legislation  provides  an 
excellent  statement^  of  purpose  and  in¬ 
tent. 

(Mr.  SADLAK  ask&d  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  hK  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SADLAK.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems 
that  foreign  manufacturers  \ave  discov¬ 
ered  a  loophole  through  which  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  pairs  of  rubber-soled 
fabric  shoes  have  entered  this  bountry 
as  leather  footwear  during  the  past  few 
years.  Footwear  that  should  be  properly 
designated  as  rubber  footwear  when 
ing  imported  into  this  country  is  bein£ 
classified  as  footwear  with  upper  in  the’ 
chief  value  of  leather. 

This  loophole  is  being  exploited  by  ap¬ 
plying  pieces  of  leather  to  the  uppers — 
a  tongue,  a  backstay,  eyelet-stays,  ankle 
patches,  and  so  on,  so  that  the  uppers 
would  be  classified  in  chief  value  of 
leather.  These  additions  provide  no  real 
improvement,  but  they  keep  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  the  footwear  similar  to  that  of 
the  popular  American-made  rubber-soled 
fabric-upper  footwear  and  yet  give  the 
benefit  of  a  lower  rate  of  duty. 

It  is  certainly  evident  that  this  is 
merely  a  subterfuge  on  the  part  of  for¬ 
eign  producers  to  allow  them  to  import 
this  footwear  into  this  country  at  a  low.er 
rate  of  duty  than  they  would  have,  to 
pay  if  the  footwear  was  properly  desig¬ 
nated  as  rubber.  ✓  / 

Through  this  unfair  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage  foreign  manufacturers  have 
been  able  to  make  serious  inrostds  into 
the  footwear  market  and  have  caused 
serious  damage  to  the  domestic  footwear 
industry  resulting  in  unemployment  to 
many  in  that  industry. 

I  felt  that  this  inequity  should  be  cor¬ 
rected  and  for  that  reason  I  introduced 
H.  R.  9291  which  is  designed  to  close  the 
loophole  I  have  mentioned  and  put  foot¬ 
wear  imported  from  foreign  manufac¬ 
turers  on  the  same  competitive  basis  as 
the  footwear  manufactured  by  our  do¬ 
mestic  producers.  Itr  would  provide  that 
for  any  shoe  to  be  classified  as  a  leather 
shoe  the  major  area  of  the  uppers  would 
have  to  be  leather 

As  I  have  said/before  and  now  wish  to 
reiterate,  unless' we  provide  certain  safe¬ 
guards  for  ^ur  domestic  producers 
against  unfair  competition  from  foreign 
imports,  we/will  destroy  the  very  foun¬ 
dation  of  f fee  enterprise  our  economy  is 
built  on. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  considering 
the  situation  in  general,  and  the  unfair 
circumstances  involved  there  are  few 
indeed/ who  will  not  join  with  me  in  ask¬ 
ing  favorable  consideration  of  such  legis¬ 
lation  by  the  Congress. 

Ir.  NIMTZ,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Sa/6lak,  was  given  permission  to  extend 
Ws  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord.) 


r  footwear  and 
lower  rate  of 
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Mr.  NIMTZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  becaus/  of 
a  loophole  in  our  tariff  regulations  which 
permits  certain  types  of  rubber-sol^  fab¬ 
ric  shoes  to  be  classified  as  footwear 
with  uppers  in  the  chief  value  of  feather, 
our  domestic  rubber-footwear  Industry 
has  been  unfairly  subjected  to  tow-price 
competition  from  foreign  manufacturers./ 
This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  i/nder  pres¬ 
ent  regulations  a  rubber-sole  shoe  with 
fabric  upper  which  inclines  a  small 
piece  of  leather,  such  as/a  tongue,  an 
ankle  patch  or  eyelet  sta#  or  back  stay, 
is  not  designated  as  rub), 
therefore  is  imported 
duty  than  would 
item  had  been  prop/ 
rubber  footwear. 

H.  R.  9291  woul#  close  this  loophole 
and  thus  would  p,ut  an  end  to  the  use 
of  the  subterfuge  which  has  permitted 
foreign  manufacturers  to  evade  the  duty 
Congress  intended  to  apply  on  rubber- 
sole  footwear  with  fabric  uppers. 

It  has  been  my  privilege  to  work  with 
members  of  /he  House  Ways  and  Means 
tommittee  concerning  this  legislation. 
February  6, 1  introduced  H.  R.  10573, 
wmch  is /similar  to  and  would  accom- 
plish  the  same  purpose  as  H.  R.  9291,  the 
bill  under  consideration  today. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rubber-footwear  in¬ 
dustry)  is'  vital,  not  only  for-  the  health 
but  also  fd«;  the  defense  of  our  country, 
and*  should  be  provided  with  reasonable 
safeguards  against  such  unfair  competi¬ 
tion. 

For  these  and  'other  equally  valid  rea¬ 
sons,  I  respectfully,  urge  the  enactment 
of  the  legislation  provided  in  H.  R.  9291. 

(Mr.  FORAND,  at  ‘the  request  of  Mr. 
Mills,  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

[Mr.  FORAND’s  remarks,  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CLERK  TO  RE¬ 
CEIVE  MESSAGES  FROM  THE  SEN¬ 
ATE  AND  THE  SPEAKER  TO  SIGN 
ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS  * 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  adjournment  of  the  House  until 
April  14,  1958,  the  Clerk  be  authorized 
to  receive  messages  from  the  Senate  and 
that  the  Speaker  be  authorized  to  sign 
any  enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions 
duly  passed  by  the  two  Houses  and  found 
truly  enrolled. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ok¬ 
lahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  BILL  OF 
1958 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9821)  to  amend  and  supplement  the 
Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 
1916,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the 
report. 


The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  state¬ 
ment,  see  proceedings  of  the  House  of 
April  2,  1958.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  before  us  today  has  two 
major  points  in  it  that  were  not  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  House  at  any  time.  The 
ABC  bill  that  passed  the  House  just  two 
weeks  ago  is  identical  to  the  correspond¬ 
ing  part  of  the  bill  that  is  before  us  now 
with  the  exception  of  an  increase  in 
forest  and  park  highways  and  roads, 
an  increase  of  $400  million  emergency 
fund  for  ABC  roads  for  1959  which 
would  be  advanced  to  the  States.  In  ad¬ 
dition  there  is  $115  million  that  will  be 
available  for  advancement  to  the  States. 

This  money  can  be  borrowed  by  the 
States  and  paid  back  by  subtracting  the 
amount  of  money  borrowed  from  their 
fiscal  year  1961  and  1962  allotment  out 
of  the  ABC  funds. 

The  formula  of  distribution  of  the 
money  is  two-thirds  to  one- third;  two- 
thirds  supplied  by  the  Government  and 
one-third  supplied  by  the  States. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Did  the  gentleman 
have  reference  to  the  $400  million  on 
the  two-thirds  to  one-third  basis?  Is 
that  contrary  to  past  procedure? 

Mr.  FALLON.  In  the  past  procedure, 
the  regular  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act, 
is  fifty-fifty. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  That  is  what  I  thought. 
This  is  a  new  procedure.  Where  does 
this  $400  million  come  from? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Out  of  direct  appropri¬ 
ations  to  be  repaid  out  of  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  This  is  a  new  appropri¬ 
ation  which  it  would  be  necessary  for 
the  Congress  to  make? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  right. 

The  $115  million  to  be  advanced  to 
be  paid  back  by  the  States  can  be  bor¬ 
rowed  from  the  Government  out  of  this 
fund  up  to  two-thirds  of  the  States’ 
share,  so  that  the  work  that  is  already 
planned  and  ready  to  put  under  contract 
can  be  started  immediately. 

This  easy  method  of  borrowing  is  used 
because  many  of  the  States  have  obli¬ 
gated  all  of  their  money  and  this  makes 
it  more  simple  for  them  to  raise  addi¬ 
tional  money. 

The  conferees  of  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  felt  in  this  connection  that 
this  would  be  an  orderly  manner  in 
which  to  get  money  into  all  of  the  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  country.  It  can  be  controlled 
by  the  Governors  or  the  State  highway 
officials  of  the  individual  States  by  al¬ 
locating  the  money  in  distressed  areas 
of  their  States.  The  money  will  be  con¬ 
trolled  almost  exactly  the  same  way  that 
all  ABC  money  has  been  controlled  in 
the  past. 

Except  for  the  additional  $400  million, 
the  amount  of  money  under  the  ABC 
program  remains  the  same  as  passed  the 
House,  that  is,  as  it  is  contemplated  in 
the  regular  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act. 
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The  other  major  change  was  on  forest 
and  park  roads  and  trails.  This  amount 
■was  increased  in  conference.  Forest 
roads  were  increased  $5  million  for  J.959 
over  the  bill  that  passed  the  House,  and 
$3  million  for  1960  and  1961  over  the 
amount  that  was  passed  by  the  House. 

Forest  roads  and  development  trails 
was  increased  $5  million  for  1959  and 
$1,500,000  for  1960  and  1961. 

Funds  for  park  roads  were  increased 
$2  million  over  the  House  figure  for  1960 
and  1961. 

Parkways  remained  the  same. 

Indian  roads  remained  the  same. 

Public  lands,  $3  million  was  added,  $1 
million  in  1959  and  $1  million  in  1960 
and  1961. 

These  were  the  major  changes  in  the 
public  domain  roads. 

The  difference  in  the  House  bill  and 
the  conference  substitute  is  that  funds 
for  the  Interstate  System  were  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  House  bill.  The  Senate 
added  $200  million  for  1959.  The  House 
receded  and  concurred  with  that  addi¬ 
tional  amount.  In  1960  and  1961,  $300 
million  annually  was  added  to  the  1956 
act,  in  which  the  House  receded  and 
concurred. 

These  were  the  major  changes  in  the 
financing  authorization  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  highways. 

The  other  major  change,  and  it  is  new 
legislation,  is  the  section  which  limits 
the  construction  of  billboards  on  ap¬ 
proximately  25,000  miles  of  road  in  the 
Interstate  System.  It  pays  to  the  States 
an  additional  sum  of  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  amount  of  money  that 
is  allocated  to  them  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  they  will  control  billboards  on 
this  25,000  miles.  This  is  25,000  miles  out 
of  approximately  776,000  miles  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways.  The  only  thing  it 
does  is  to  limit  it  to  these  25,000  addi¬ 
tional  miles. 

Under  the  appropriation  for  ABC 
roads,  many,  many  miles  will  be  built 
with  Federal-aid  money  that  will  allow 
the  advertising  people  .to  extend  their 
business  for  many  miles  along  those 
roads.  We  are  only  restricting  them  on 
the  Interstate  System.  The  initiative 
starts  with  the  States.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  does  not  state  that  billboards  can¬ 
not  be  built  on  the  Interstate  System. 
They  merely  pay  a  premium  to  the 
States,  if  they  can  comply  with  the  act. 
That,  gentlemen,  is  a  description  of  the 
major  changes  that  have  not  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House  previously. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  our  colleague  on  the  commit¬ 
tee,  such  time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  time  allotted  to  me  by  my 
distinguished  friend  and  chairman  of 
the  Bubcommiteee  on  Roads  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  who  was  also 
chairman  of  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  House.  I,  personally,  feel  it  is  to 
be  regretted  that  this  bill  comes  before  us 
with  so  many  important  changes  which 
were  not  in  the  House  bill  which  was 
passed  unanimously  by  this  body,  and 
now  presented  to  us  in  this  conference 
report.  There  are  many  items  in  the  leg¬ 
islation  that  have  never  been  considered 
by  this  body  or  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works.  You  will  recall  some  days 


ago  we  passed  a  bill  which  was  authored 
by  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Fallon],  which  is  known  as  the  ABC 
bill.  That  legislation  simply  renewed 
the  existing  law.  This  was  done  because 
we  felt  that  the  law  had  only  been  in 
operation  for  15  or  16  months  and  we 
did  not  care  to  make  any  direct  changes 
until  it  had  had  a  little  greater  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  work. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  said  previously  that 
many  changes  had  been  made  that  the 
House  had  not  considered.  Would  the 
gentleman  tell  us  if  there  were  any 
changes  in  the  conference  report  other 
than  what  I  have  explained  to  the 
House? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  regret  very  much 
that  I  did  not  hear  what  the  gentleman 
said  was  in  difference.  But  I  will  enu¬ 
merate  some  and,  if  I  am  in  error,  I 
certainly  will  stand  to  be  corrected. 

The  first  matter  which  we  did  not  give 
any  consideration,  either  in  the  House 
or  our  Committee  on  Public  Works,  is 
the  one  that  is  in  so  much  controversy, 
namely,  the  billboard  provision.  In 
checking  the  records  of  the  other  body, 
we  find  that  they  had  about  15  or  16 
hours  of  debate  on  the  billboard  section, 
and  about  20  minutes’  debate  on  several 
million  dollars’  worth  of  highway  con¬ 
struction  and  highway  program.  That 
subject  is  one  of  the  various  problems 
in  the  bill  that  we  have  never  considered. 
I  might  also  add:  In  this  bill  there  is  a 
change  in  the  utility  section  from  what 
we  passed  in  the  House  when  the  1956 
act  was  before  us  for  consideration. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr,  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  will 
remember  that  when  we  came  to  the 
utility  section  in  conference,  we  ac¬ 
cepted  that  because  we  thought  it  im¬ 
proved  the  legislation  that  had  been 
passed  heretofore. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FALLON.  It  merely  states  that  a 
State  must  show  proof  that  they  have 
advanced  money  to  a  utility  company. 
They  must  show  proof.  Under  the 
existing  law,  they  did  not  have  to  show 
proof  but  just  had  to  say  that  they  had 
advanced  money. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  But  I  still  contend  that  my 
statement  is  correct  because  with  the 
amendment  put  in  by  the  other  body, 
there  is  an  inference  there  that  the 
States  have  not  been  playing  exactly 
cricket  so  far  as  the  intent  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  is  concerned.  The  accusation  was 
made  that  some  States  were  not  paying 
their  proportionate  share  and  that  it 
might  be  being  paid  by  some  utility.  I 
repeat  this  subject  was  not  discussed 
this  year  or  at  any  time  this  legislation 
was  before  us.  We  are  entitled  and  the 
Members  are  entitled  to  express  their 
views  on  this  and  other  subjects. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Does  the  gentleman 
feel  that  this  will  correct  any  future 
acquisations  on  the  State,  that  this 
keeps  this  from  happening? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  think  it  is  a  good 
amendment,  but  I  repeat  my  statement 
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that  that  particular  subject  has  never 
been  considered  either  by  the  committee 
or  by  this  body.  We  did  not  question 
the  actions  of  the  States — as  the  other 
body  seemed  to  do. 

There  were  some  other  changes  made. 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Speaker,  \  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GARY.  I  am  particularly  glad  to 
hear  the  gentleman’s  statement.  This 
method  of  procedure  on  this  bill  has  given 
me  great  concern.  It  is  the  second  time 
this  year  it  has  happened.  Last  year  we 
passed  a  postal-rate  increase  bill.  It 
came  back  to  us  with  a  salary  bill  at¬ 
tached  to  it  which  was  entirely  different 
from  the  bill  we  passed.  Here  we  passed 
a  simple  bill,  patroned  by  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  and  it 
comes  back  to  us  as  an  entirely  new 
bill.  Under  that  procedure  the  House 
does  not  have  an  opportunity  to  consider 
these  controversial  questions  in  the 
proper  committee  or  to  debate  them  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  Our  only  oppor¬ 
tunity  is  to  vote  for  or  against  the  con¬ 
ference  report.  This,  in  my  opinion  is  a 
very  poor  way  to  legislate. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  The  records  will  show  that  I  took 
the  initiative  and  made  a  motion  in  the 
conference  that  the  House  conferees  re¬ 
turn  to  the  House  for  instructions  on 
certain  portions  of  the  bill  which  we  had 
never  considered.  Of  course  it  was 
turned  down  and  by  the  majority  con¬ 
ferees. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  would  like  to  x’aise 
one  point. 

Are  we  here  today,  without  ever  hav¬ 
ing  had  an  opportunity  to  consider  the 
matter  of  going  to  the  Treasury  for  $400 
million,  which  comes  out  of  the  general 
fund,  and  then  changing  the  formula  of 
the  amount  of  contribution  made  by  the 
Federal  Government? 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  $400  million  comes 
out  of  the  trust  fund  and  will  be  paid 
back  to  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  hope  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]  will 
check  his  statement  on  the  $400  million 
coming  out  of  the  trust  fund.  The  $400 
million  comes  out  of  the  general  fund 
and  it  is  a  debt  against  the  general  fund. 
It  does  not  come  out  of  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect,  if  he  wants  to  put  it  that  way.  The 
$400  million  will  not  be  a  burden  on  the 
taxpayers.  It  will  be  paid  back  out  of 
that  trust  fund. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  will  finally  come 
out  of  the  trust  fund,  but  the  $400  mil¬ 
lion  that  is  going  to  be  used  for  a  boost 
to  road  construction  at  this  time  is  com¬ 
ing  out  of  the  general  revenue  fund, 
which  is  putting  us  in  the  position  that 
we  may  have  to  increase  our  debt  limi¬ 
tation  again.  I  personally  feel  that  some 
in  this  body  are  spending  many  hours  to 
force  this  administration  into  deficit 
spending.  Do  not  forget  we,  the  Con¬ 
gress,  appropriate  the  money — it  is  our 
responsibility. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  this  will  not  affect  the  1959  budget 
at  all. 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  Well,  I  do  not  see 
how  it  would  not  affect  the  1959  budget. 
It  would  not  if  we  stay  put  as  we  are, 
but  experience  has  proven  to  me — and  I 
am  complimenting  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland — this  body  passed  his  bill, 
and  now  we  come  back  with  more  than 
$400  million  additional.  We  are  chang¬ 
ing  from  a  50-50  matching  basis  to 
66%  and  33  %.  And  then  giving  the 
States  an  opportunity  to  borrow  $115 
million.  We  give  them  an  opportunity 
to  borrow  $115  million  if  they  do  not 
have  the  money  to  match.  They  bor¬ 
row  that  money  from  us  so  that  they  can 
qualify  and  come  back  and  ask  us  to 
loan  them  some  more.  In  other  words 
we  set  rules  for  them  to  qualify  under, 
then  if  they  do  not  have  the  money  to 
qualify,  we  loan  it  to  them,  so  they  will 
qualify  to  borrow  some  more. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  know  the  reason  why 
this  bill  is  here  today.  Most  of  the  talk 
has  been  that  the  committee  or  the 
House  has  not  had  a  chance  to  express 
its  will.  The  bill  is  here  today  because 
we  are  in  an  emergency,  as  far  as  unem¬ 
ployment  is  concerned.  This  bill  is  de¬ 
signed  purely  to  get  into  the  hands  of 
the  State  officials  money  so  that  they 
can  put  it  into  their  counties  and  cities 
so  that  they  can  improve  conditions  that 
have  been  reported  to  us  as  widespread 
unemployment . 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman 
takes  the  position  that  this  money  is 
going  to  build  roads? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  exactly  what 
I  say. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  In  this  particular 
bill  there  is  a  clause  that  provides  an  in¬ 
centive  of  one-half  of  1  percent  to  the 
States,  if  and  when  they  do  certain 
things  as  ordered  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  We  who  serve  in  this  great 
body  resent  any  implication  by  anyone 
that  we  might  materially  gain  if  we  fol¬ 
lowed  their  desires  and  dictates. 

Here  we  are  in  this  legislation  as  an 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  offer¬ 
ing  a  bribe  to  the  States  if  they  do  what 
we  want  them  or  tell  them  to  do — we 
will  give  them  free  of  charge  one-half 
of  1  percent — of  your  money.  That  is 
bribery  pure  and  simple. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  is  not 
talking  about  the  $400  million. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Just  a  minute.  The 
States  are  now  on  a  10-percent  con¬ 
tribution  basis,  but  we  say  to  them,  “If 
you  will  pass  legislation  that  will  coerce 
and  regulate  the  billboard  industry  we 
will  give  you  a  bribe  of  one-half  of  1 
percent.” 

Mr.  FALLON.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  that  is  given  to  the  States  as  an 
incentive  to  do  a  job  that  we  ask  them 
to  do  in  this  bill  goes  entirely  to  the 
building  of  roads;  it  does  not  go  into 
any  other  State  fund. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  goes  to  the  State 
and  it  is  used  for  the  specific  purpose  of 
paying  farmers  and  other  property 
owners  for  the  option  so  that  they  will 
not  allow  billboards  to  be  displayed. 

We  passed  the  1956  Highway  Act,  in¬ 
troduced  by  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land,  so  we  could  build  highways,  and 
that  is  what  we  wanted.  Now  we  are 
asked  to  take  some  of  that  highway 


money  and  give  it  back  to  the  States  to 
get  them  to  do  what?  To  get  them  to 
legislate  out  of  business  a  legitimate  op¬ 
eration.  Put  out  of  employment  thou¬ 
sands  of  people  who  pay  taxes — and 
want  to  work  and  earn  a  living  for  their 
families. 

We  had  never  discussed  this  billboard 
subject  and  that  is  the  reason  that  a 
little  later  I  hope  to  make  a  motion  to 
recommit  this  conference  report  so  we 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings  and  be  heard  on  these  various 
matters  that  are  very  controversial  and 
appear  in  this  legislation  as  reported  by 
conference  committees. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Is  the  gentleman  going 
to  make  his  motion  to  recommit  with 
instructions? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  No;  for  the  simple 
reason  that  it  would  take  so  long  to  pick 
out  the  defects  in  this  bill  that  we  would 
.  never  get  to  a  vote  in  the  time  required 
under  the  rule.  It  will  be  a  straight  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit;  then  we  can  hold  hear¬ 
ings  and  let  all  have  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard. 

Mr.  FALLON.  In  conference  the  gen¬ 
tleman  made  a  motion  to  go  back  to 
the  House  for  instructions. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  shall  make  the 
motion  without  instructions,  because  I 
do  not  think  we  can  give  instructions 
without  hearings  first. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  made 
that  motion  in  conference. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  moved  to  ask  the 
House  for  instruction  and  I  do  not  think 
we  can  give  instructions  until  we  have 
a  hearing — why  not  let  people  be 
heard?  What  is  there  to  be  afraid  of  ? 

Of  course  I  made  the  motion  in  con¬ 
ference  that  the  conferees  go  back  and 
ask  for  instructions.  We  could  go  back 
to  our  committee  and  open  it  up  for 
hearings  and  then  we  would  have  a 
sound  basis  on  which  to  give  instruc¬ 
tions — certainly  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  have  a  right  to  be  heard. 

I  certainly  feel  that  my  good  friend 
from  Maryland  does  not  want  to  relin¬ 
quish  the  rights  of  the  House  to  the 
other  body.  I  think  it  is  time  we  exer¬ 
cised  our  rights  on  this  and  other 
subjects. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  explained  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  only  reason  this  is 
here  today  is  because  of  the  emergency 
in  this  case.  I  feel  as  the  gentleman 
does;  I  would  like  to  hear  these  things 
in  committee  and  bring  it  out  on  the 
floor  where  we  could  discuss  the  thing 
for  hours  and  hours  in  the  House,  but, 
under  the  circumstances,  we  had  no 
alternative. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  agree  with  my 
friend  from  Maryland;  but  here  again, 
as  has  happened  before,  the  House 
passes  and  sends  over  to  the  other  body 
a  piece  of  legislation;  they  make  ex¬ 
treme  alterations  in  it,  and  it  comes 
back  to  us  under  the  plea  of  emergency 
and  we  are  told  we  have  to  go  along  with 
their  wishes.  We  should  not  relinquish 
our  jurisdiction.  I  think  it  is  time  this 
body  handled  its  own  affairs,  and  if  the 
other  body  does  not  want  to  agree  we 
can  argue  it  our  further. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  is  say¬ 
ing  that  if  we  are  to  have  a  conference 
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report  the  conferees  of  the  other  body 
will  recede  all  the  time. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  not  asking  the 
Senate  to  recede  on  a  thing,  although  I 
am  hopeing  that  when  we  get  to  the  con¬ 
ference  we  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
make  a  full  report  of  the  wishes  of  those 
we  represent.  After  we  have  had  a  pub¬ 
lic  works  hearing  and  if  the  chairman 
will  call  our  Committee  on  Public  Works 
together  and  let  some  testimony  be  taken 
we  can  have  a  basis  for  action. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Even  if  this  report  is 
sent  back  to  conference  we  will  have  to 
accept  the  bill  of  the  conferees,  because 
we  will  not  be  under  instructions  from 
the  House. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  will  be  per¬ 
fectly  all  right;  and  if  the  conferees  do 
what  they  did  the  other  day,  I  will  be 
here  ready  to  take  the  floor  again  and 
send  it  back  to  conference.  Why  stop 
receiving  information  on  subjects  so  im¬ 
portant  to  all  of  us? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield?  I  wish  to  yield  some  time  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Yes;  I  will  be  glad 
to. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  such 
time  as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  yielded  me  such  time  as  I  de¬ 
sired  and  I  have  not  yielded  back  my 
time.  I  would  like  to  finish  my  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  FALLON.  We  have  already  used 
over  half  the  time  and  I  would  like  to 
yield  to  other  Members,  some  on  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  own  side,  but  I  will  let  the  gen¬ 
tleman  finish  his  statement. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  seemingly  do 
not  have  the  time  to  list  other  items  that 
are  certainly  in  controversy  between  the 
views  of  the  House  and  the  views  of  the 
other  body. 

I  have  named  2  or  3,  but  I  reiterate,  I 
think  the  time  has  come  when  we  should 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  give  consid¬ 
eration  to  these  controversial  subjects. 
I  shall  ask  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  statement  made  by 
the  conferees  which  gives  a  comparison 
of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  the 
House  bill,  the  Senate  bill,  and  the  bill 
agreed  to  in  conference.  I  am  sorry  that 
is  not  in  the  report  but  the  report  was 
just  printed  yesterday. 

I  again  repeat,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
hope  to  be  able  to  offer  a  motion  at  the 
proper  time  that  this  bill  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  The  ques¬ 
tion  I  desire  to  ask  is  this:  Most  of  the 
bill  is  acceptable  or  a  great  part  of  it  is 
acceptable  to  most  Members  of  the 
House.  There  are  objectionable  fea¬ 
tures.  If  the  motion  to  be  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor] 
to  recommit  is  carried,  may  I  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  how  long  he  thinks 
it  will  delay  a  conference  report  coming 
back  to  the  House  after  the  10-day  recess 
and  being  agreed  to  by  the  Congress? 
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Mr.  McGREGOR.  In  reply  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Washington  may  I  say  that 
would  be  determined  by  when  the  chair¬ 
man  would  call  a  committee  meeting.  I 
am  of  the  definite  opinion  it  would  not 
delay  it  over  2  or  3  days,  then  we  would 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  do  what  the 
testimony  calls  for.  I  see  our  friends  on 
the  other  side  smiling,  but  if  they  are 
willing-  to  have  a  meeting  we  will  meet 
tonight.  We  do  not  want  to  delay  the 
program  but  we  do  want  to  exert  our 
will  and  pass  legislation  that  is  wanted 
by  all — not  just  a  few. 

Authorizations  in  H.  R.  9821 


[Millions  of  dollars! 


House 

Senate 

Confer¬ 

ence 

ABC  Federal-aid  roads: 

Fiscal  year  1959 . 

i  400 

>  400 

Fiscal  year  1960 _ 

900.0 

900 

900 

Fiscal  year  1961 _ 

925.0 

900 

925 

Forest  highways: 

1  10 

>  5 

Fiscal  year  I960... - 

30.0 

36 

33 

Fiscal  year  1961 _  .. 

30.0 

36 

33 

Forest  development  roads 
and  trails: 

Fiscal  year  1959 _ 

i  13 

>  5 

Fiscal  year  1960 . . 

28.5 

34 

30 

Fiscal  year  1961 _ 

28.5 

34 

30 

Park  roads: 

Fiscal  year  1960  _ 

16.0 

20 

18 

Fiscal  year  1961. . . . 

16.0 

20 

18 

Parkways: 

Fiscal  year  1960  _ 

16.0 

16 

16 

Fiscal  year  1961 . 

16.0 

16 

16 

Indian  roads: 

Fiscal  year  1960 . . 

12.0 

12 

12 

Fiscal  year  1961  .  ..  .. 

12.0 

12 

12 

Public-land  highways: 

*  2 

>  1 

Fiscal  year  1960 _ _ 

2.0 

4 

3 

Fiscal  year  1961 _ 

2.0 

4 

3 

Interstate  highways: 

(4) 

-  1  200 

>  200 

Fiscal  year  1959.. . . 

Fiscal  year  1960 _ 

(?) 

i  300 
>300 

1300 
i  300 

Total -  - 

2, 034. 0 

3,269 

3,260 

Totals  by  fiscal  years: 

>  >  625 

>  3  fill 

Fiscal  year  1960 _ 

1,  017.0 

>  1,  322 

‘  1,  312 
•  1, 337 

Fiscal  year  1961 - 

1,  017. 0 

‘  1, 322 

i  Added. 

s  No  interstate  funds. 

»  Includes  $200  million  added  for  interstate. 

‘  Includes  $300  million  added  for  interstate. 

Unprogramed  balances  of  Federal  aid 
highway  funds,  as  of  Feb.  28, 1958 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

ABO 

Interstate 

Total 

Alabama _ 

1,538 

32, 055 

33,  593 

Arizona _ 

2,  775 

7,  683 

10,  458 

Arkansas _ _ 

14,  764 

9,644 

24,  408 

California _ _ 

32,  606 

23,  017 

55,  623 

Colorado . 

13,680 

23,  876 

37,  556 

Connecticut _ 

26,  554 

24,  948 

51,\502 

Delaware _ _ 

2,008 

20,  758 

22,766 

Florida . . . 

6,441 

4,  507 

10, 948 

Georgia _ _ _ 

11,643 

6,881 

18,  624 

Idaho _ — . 

7,  466 

29,  803 

37,  269 

Illinois _ _ _ 

30, 907 

15,  558 

46,  465 

Indiana _ _ 

28, 249 

66,  700 

94, 949 

Iowa _ _ _ 

4,350 

26,637 

30,  987 

Kansas _ 

6, 026 

21, 178 

27,204 

Kentucky . . . 

6,629 

43, 148 

49,  777 

Louisiana _ _ 

9,753 

9,586 

19, 339 

Maine,—  _ _ 

7,  607 

18,887 

26,  494 

Maryland _ 

3,  818 

6, 153 

9,971 

Massachusetts _ 

11,  441 

17,  215 

28,655 

Michigan . . 

23,  316 

39,  347 

62,  663 

Minnesota . . 

17,  375 

39,  511 

66, 886 

Mississippi _ _ 

8,048 

4,232 

12,280 

Missouri . . 

12,  314 

19,  514 

31,  828 

Montana _ 

12,  579 

51,  357 

03,936 

Nebraska _ 

10,  240 

46, 094 

56, 334 

Nevada . . . . 

8,  821 

22,  623 

31,  444 

New  Hcmpshire _ 

2, 945 

15, 942 

18, 887 

New  Jersey.. . . . 

28, 967 

50,  963 

85,930 

New  Mexico . . . 

4, 166 

5,479 

9,645 

New  York _ 

62,  799 

63, 913 

126, 712 

North  Carolina _ _ 

20,  791 

44,  449 

65,  240 

North  Dakota _ _ 

4,  327 

14, 134 

18,  461 

Ohio _ _ 

15,  393 

1,601 

16,  994 

Oklahoma . . 

5,470 

10,  723 

16,  193 

Oregon _ _ _ 

7,748 

23, 452 

31,200 

Pennsylvania _ 

27,473 

73, 199 

100, 672 

Unprogramed  balances  of  Federal  aid  high¬ 
way  funds,  as  of  Feb.  28, 1958 — Continued 
[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 


ABC 


Interstate 


Total 


Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee _ _ 

Texas . . 

Utah . . . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

District  of  Columbia 

Hawaii,. . . 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Alaska _ 

Total . 


4,422 
8,  869 
2,861 
13,  427 
36,  287 
2,666 
3,  690 
7,756 
10,  617 
11,084 
11,171 
1,020 

12,  252 
2, 835 
7,  589 

13,  809 


5,  018 
12,  725 
1,060 
20,775 
26, 480 
4,356 
1,265 
10, 876 
25,  837 
28,  592 
69,  789 
5,  364 
11, 923 


9,440 
21,  594 
3,  921 
34,202 
62,767  . 
7, 022 
4,961 
18,  632 
36,  454 
39,  676 
80,  960 
6,384 
24,  175 
2,  835 
7,  589 
13,  809 


651, 387 


1, 164, 827 


1, 816,  214 


Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  BlatnikI. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall 
not  go  into  any  very  detailed  discussion 
about  the  provisions  of  this  bill,  which  is 
pretty  well  understood  by  most  of  this 
body,  so  I  shall  dwell  largely  on  the  most 
controversial  section  of  the  bill,  section 
12,  known  as  the  “billboard  section,” 

However,  at  the  outset,  I  want  to  say 
that  I  agree  in  part  with  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio,  and  I  feel,  as  does  our  very 
able  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  that  it  is  rather 
regrettable  that  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  was  not  given  an  opportunity 
to  work  on  a  bill  which  has  had  weeks 


of  hearings  on  the  Senate  side,  and  sev¬ 
eral  days  of  debate  oh  the  floor. 

But  the  circumstances  were  such  that 
we  were  rushed  into  conference  early 
this  week  in  order  to  have  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  up  before  the  House  before 
the  Easter  recess,  so  here  we  are.  So  I 
agree  that  there  are  sections  of  this  bill 
which  should  have  had  thorough  hear¬ 
ings  and  discussion  in  committee,  and 
perhaps  some  of  the  matter  should  not, 
and  perhaps  under  normal  circum¬ 
stances,  would  not,  be  included  in  this 
bill. 

But  be  that  as  it  may,  the  important 
part  of  this  bill  is  that  part  which  pro¬ 
vides  the  moneys  for  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  especially  the  supplemental  funds 
which  will  be  advanced  to  the  States  to 
help  them  accelerate  an  already  lagging 
road  construction  program,  and  also  to 
give  a  boost  to  the  economy  and  provide 
employment  which  is  badly  needed  in  so 
many  parts  of  the  country.  The  over¬ 
whelming  substance  of  this  bill  lies  in 
its  fiscal  provisions,  and  it  is  important 
we  move  this  right  along,  and  that  we 
not  be  distracted  or  delayed  by  the  1 
or  2  sections  about  which  there  is  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion. 

The  most  controversial  section  is  sec¬ 
tion  12. 


Section  12  of  H.  R.  9821,  known  as  the 
billboard  section,  sets  up  a  new  section 
122  in  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1956  and  provides  as  follows: 

States  as  a  new  national  policy  that 
it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use 


of,  and  improve  the  areas  adjacent  to,  the 
Interstate  System  by  controlling  outdoor 
advertising  in  those  areas.  It  specifies  as 
national  policy  that  outdoor  advertising 
along  Interstate  System  highways  which 
is  visible  from  the  main  portion  of  the 
highway  and  within  a  distance  of  660 
feet 'should  be  regulated  consistent  with 
standards  to  be  prepared  and  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
which  shall  include  only  the  following 
four  types  of  signs: 

First.  Directional  or  other  official 
signs  and  notices  required  or  authorized 
by  law; 

Second.  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or 
lease  of  property  upon  which  they  are 
located: 

Third.  Signs  permitted  by  State  law 
advertising  activities  within  12  miles  of 
the  point  at  which  the  signs  are  located 
which  signs  are  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  policy  and  standards ;  and 

Fourth.  Signs  designed  to  give  infor¬ 
mation  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public  which  are  erected  pur¬ 
suant  to  State  law  and  which  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  policy  and 
standards.  It  is  the  intent  of  this  sub¬ 
section  to  eliminate  all  signs  advertising 
illegal  activities. 

Application  is  restricted  to  rights-of- 
way  on  the  Interstate  System  the  entire 
width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent 
to  July  1,  1956. 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  enter  into  agreements  with  State 
highway  departments  to  carry  out  the 
policy  set  forth  in  this  section  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Interstate  System.  Any 
such  agreement  would  include  provi¬ 
sions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  advertising 
signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising  de¬ 
vices  in  conformity  with  the  standards 
established  under  this  section. 

It  further  provides  that  upon  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  any  State  any  such  agree¬ 
ment  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  exclude  from  the 
application  of  the  national  standards  set 
forth  in  this  section  those  portions  of 
the  Interstate  System  which  pass 
through  municipalities  wherein  the  use 
of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  subject  to  municipal  reg¬ 
ulation  and  control,  or  which  traverse 
areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly  es¬ 
tablished  by  State  law  as  industrial  or 
commercial.  ‘ 

This  section  further  provides  that  any 
section  of  the  Interstate  System  so  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  application  of  the 
standards  provided  under  authority  of 
this  section  shall  not  be  considered  in 
computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal 
share  payable  because  of  the  control  of 
advertising  on  the  Interstate  System. 

Provides  that  if  an  agreement  to  con¬ 
trol  advertising  is  entered  into  between 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  any 
State  pursuant  to  this  section  before 
July  1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  any  project  on  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  within  that  State  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  funds  authorized  under  sec¬ 
tion  108  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1956  to  which  this  new  national  pol¬ 
icy  shall  apply  shall  be  increased  by 
one-half  of  one  percent  of  the  total  cost 
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thereof.  This  in  effect  would  increase 
the  Federal  share  for  payment  on  the 
Interstate  System  to  90  y2  percent.  It 
is  further  provided  that  the  increased 
one-half  percent  shall  be  paid  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  and  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated. 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any 
agency  having  jurisdiction  over  lands 
and  reservations  of  the  United  States 
which  are  public  in  nature  and  adjacent 
to  the  Interstate  System  to  carry  out 
the  policy  set  forth  in  this  section.  It 
further  authorizes  and  directs  any  such 
agency  to  fully  cooperate  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce. 

Provides  that  whenever  a  State  shall 
acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  adver¬ 
tising  in  an  area  adjacent  to  the  right- 
of-way  on  a  project  of  the  Interstate 
System  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  policy  set  forth  in  this  section  the 
cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  part  of  the  construction 
cost  of  the  project  with  the  limitation 
that  Federal  funds  not  in  excess  of  5 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way 
for  such  project  may  be  used  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  State  for  the  acquisition  of 
such  adjacent  area. 

Thus,  this  bill  offers  Federal  financial 
assistance  to  the  people  of  any  State, 
who,  through  their  State  government, 
want  to  protect  the  strips  adjacent  to 
the  Interstate  System  from  indiscrimi¬ 
nate  encroachment  by  billboard  signs. 
There  is  no  imposition  of  any  Federal 
controls,  but  this  leaves  it  up  to  any 
States  or  States  to  decide  upon  their 
own  if  they  shall  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  con¬ 
trol  and  regulate  the  roadside  strips: 
and  if  they  agree,  they  would  be  entitled 
to  an  extra  one-half  percent  above  the 
90-percent  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of 
the  interstate  highway  for  those 
stretches  that  are  so  protected. 

The  decision  whether  to  act,  and 
through  what  means,  is  left  to  the  indi¬ 
vidual  States.  Some  State  governments 
have  found  that  they  can  control  bill¬ 
boards  and  other  roadside  development 
by  direct  laws  and  regulations.  They 
may  continue  to  do  so  and  qualify  for 
the  one-half  percent  incentive  bonus 
provided  in  this  bill.  Other  State  gov¬ 
ernments  may  wish  to  purchase  .the  legal 
right  to  such  controls  under  State  laws, 
legal  rights  such  as  acquisition  of  pro¬ 
tective  easements  or  the  purchase  of  ad¬ 
vertising  rights,  in  conjunction  with 
buying  the  Interstate  Highway  rights- 
of-way  themselves.  They  may  follow 
this  approach  under  the  bill  and  include 
the  added  costs — up  to  5  percent — in 
computing  the  reimbursable  Federal 
share.  Some  State  governments  may 
not  wish  to  participate  in  any  plan  of 
roadside  protection.  This  bill  will  not 
touch  them.  So  in  this  bill  there  is  no 
Federal  compulsion  with  respect  to  the 
highways  in  any  State.  There  is  only  an 
offer  of  assistance  to  any  State  wishing 
to  act  under  its  own  laws  to  protect  the 
Interstate  Highway  roadsides  within  its 
borders. 

In  this,  I  feel,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  also  has  an  interest  and  a  respon¬ 
sibility  in  encouraging  the  States  to  take 


such  protective  measures  to  safeguard 
and  preserve  the  scenic  aspects  along 
the  Interstate  System. 

The  Congress  has  in  its  initial  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  laid  down  certain  crite¬ 
ria  and  standards  to  be  followed  in  the 
construction  of  the  gigantic  Interstate 
Highway  System. 

First,  for  example,  we  made  it  very 
clear  that  access  shall  be  controlled  and 
limited.  We  thus  denied  some  property 
rights  and  personal  rights  when  people 
could  get  across  the  System  only  at  cer¬ 
tain  specified  points  determined  in 
agreement  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Roads:  even  a  farmer, 
in  many  instances,  cannot  get  to  his  field 
on  the  other  side  of  the  road  unless  he 
crosses  at  a  certain  designated  access 
point  of  our  choosing. 

Next,  we  have  prohibited  any  business 
activity  on  the  right-of-way.  Even  pro¬ 
vision  for  gas  stations,  restaurants,  and 
rest  stations  have  been  held  in  abeyance 
and  some  future  determination  of  con¬ 
trol  and  limitation  on  this  will  be  made 
by  Congress. 

Congress  clearly  indicated  intent  to 
regulate  and  control  or  limit  the  weight, 
size,  or  length  and  width  of  trucks  which 
will  use  the  Interstate  System,  and  a 
commission  is  now  underway  making  a 
study  of  what  the  specific  figures  shall 
be  recommended  to  the  Congress. 

Now  we  come  to  the  question  of  con¬ 
trolling  advertising  on  the  properties 
adjacent  to  the  highways.  The  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  spend  over  $37 
billion  collected  from  the  highway  users 
of  America,  just  for  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  alone.  The  highway  user  who  is 
making  this  terrific  investment  has  a 
right  to  get  some  protection  of  the  road¬ 
side  areas.  The  courts  have  affirmed 
the  power  of  the  people,  through  their 
governments,  to  protect  their  investment 
in  the  public  highways.  Esthetic  and 
scenic  values,  as  well  as  safety,  economy, 
and  efficiency,  have  been  recognized  as 
proper  and  legitimate  areas  for  control 
to  provide  such  protection. 

As  a  measure  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  traveling  public  in  the  appearance 
of  and  the  view  from  the  new  highways 
being  built  with  their  taxes,  this  section 
is  a  modest  one  and  still  leaves  plenty 
of  room  for  use  of  and  the  expansion  in 
the  use  of  billboard  signs,  which  do  have 
a  purpose  and  function  and  can  serve  it 
well  in  the  proper  areas. 

The  exclusions  in  section  12  would  not 
affect  the  use  of  outdoor  advertising 
where  it  now  exists  on  rights-of-way  on 
routes  of  already  existing  roads  to  be 
included  in  the  Interstate  System. 
Based  on  the  section  108  (d)  studies 
submitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  Congress  on  January  7,  1958, 
approximately  9,500  miles  of  rural  lo¬ 
cation  and  most  of  the  4,568  miles  of 
urban  location  will  not  be  affected  by 
section  12.  While  I  have  always  been 
a  strong  supporter  of  programs  to  pre¬ 
serve  and  protect  the  scenic  and  aes¬ 
thetic  aspects  of  the  system,  I  never  did 
believe  that  it  was  realistic  or  fair  to 
completely  ban  all  advertising  from  the 
roadsides.  And  as  the  above  figures 
show,  there  will  be  plenty  of  space  for 
advertising  along  about  14,000  miles  of 
the  Interstate  System,  or  roughly  about 


one-third  of  the  total  41,000  miles.  In 
addition  to  being  permitted  on  about 
one-third  of  the  Interstate  System,  such 
outdoor  advertising  can  still  continue 
as  at  present,  under  State  laws,  on  the 
entire  rest  of  the  Federal-aid  system  of 
highways  and  roads,  totaling  about  735,- 
000  miles.  So,  of  the  total  of  some 
776,000  miles  of  the  entire  Federal-aid 
system,  only  some  25,000  miles  on  the 
Interstate  System  will  be  affected  by- 
section  12. 

This  is  truly  the  least  we  can  do  to 
protect  the  remaining  stretches  of 
scenic  highway  of  the  Interstate  System 
yet  to  be  built.  Thus,  the  mileage  to 
be  placed  under  control,  and  the  means 
of  working  out  the  agreements  with  the 
States,  are  most  modest. 

The  estimated  maximum  cost  of  sec¬ 
tion  12  is  approximately  $161  million. 
This  is  based  on  the  estimated  cost  of 
constructing  the  Interstate  System  on 
24,000  miles  of  new  rural  locations.  The 
cost  of  constructing  the  system  along 
these  24,000  miles  is  estimated  at  $18,/2 
billion.  The  increase  in  the  Federal 
share  due  to  section  12  to  control  out¬ 
door  advertising  along  this  mileage  is 
$93  million.  The  estimated  total  right- 
of-way  cost  for  locations  is  $1,374  bil¬ 
lion,  while  the  Federal  share  up  to  5 
percent  of  the  cost  of  this  right-of-way 
is  equal  to  $68  million.  These  cost  fig¬ 
ures  include  both  old  and  new  location 
in  rural  areas,  so  the  cost  is  a  most  mod¬ 
est  one. 

This  is  very  little  to  invest  to  protect 
the  enormous  investment  of  the  driver 
himself  in  the  gigantic  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem,  which  will  serve  generations  of 
drivers  and  their  families. 

Americans  in  our  time  have  become 
a  traveling  people,  and  we  travel  largely 
by  private  automobile.  With  the  pros¬ 
pects  for  greater  leisure  time,  this  will  be 
even  more  true  of  the  coming  generation, 
for  whom  we  today  are  planning  and 
building  this  magnificent  road  system. 

This  remaining  stretch  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System,  is  our  last  chance  to  de¬ 
velop  and  preserve  scenic  and  beauty 
values  and  areas  adjacent  to  modern 
expressways. 

The  Interstate  System  is  expected  to 
be  completed  by  roughly  around  1975. 
By  that  time  our  rapidly  increasing  pop¬ 
ulation  will  number  between  225  and  230 
million  persons.  The  automobile  popu¬ 
lation  likewise,  will  skyrocket  from  the 
current  approximate  65  million  vehicles 
to  about  100  million  vehicles  in  1975. 

Of  this  explosive  population  growth, 
about  97  percent  of  the  increase  will 
occur  in  urban  areas.  The  pressures  of 
work  and  of  population  will  be  heavy  to 
get  out  into  the  open  spaces,  and  with 
more  people  traveling  more  miles  per 
capita  than  ever,  the  Interstate  System 
will  be  not  only  a  means  for  high-speed 
travel,  but  it  will  be  a  major  access  to  the 
scenic  grandeur  and  beauty  of  America. 
To  preserve  this  and  pass  it  on  to  the 
next  generations,  is  the  goal  of  section 
12. 

As  I  said  in  the  opening  statement,  I 
do  so  regret  that  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  did  not  have  an  opportunity 
for  full  hearings  and  consideration  of 
this  and  other  sections.  However,  the 
major  weight  should  be  given  to  the 
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fiscal  sections  of  this  bill  so  that  we  can 
really  get  this  most  massive  public-roads 
undertaking  of  all  time  in  high  gear  and 
really  on  the  road.  I  earnestly  ask  the 
House  to  accept  the  conference  report 
and  reject  any  motion  to  recommit, 
which  would  only  seriously  delay  the 
program. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  share 
the  gentleman’s  views  about  this  bill¬ 
board  amendment.  I  am  very  anxious 
to  see  some  provision  similar  to  the  one 
that  has  been  written  into  this  bill 
incorporated  in  the  final  measure. 

I  wonder,  however,  how  many  other 
Members  are  worried,  as  I  am,  about 
other  featui-es  that  have  been  added  by 
the  other  body  with  which  we  do  not 
agree.  I  am  particularly  disturbed  by 
this  new  approach  of  allowing  a  Federal 
grant  of  66%  percent  on  certain  of  these 
highways.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  sets  a 
bad  precedent  for  the  future.  Would 
the  gentleman  deal  with  the  quandary  in 
which  I  am  sure  there  are  others  besides 
myself? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  shall  try  to  answer 
that,  although  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  is  the  best  informed  man  on 
all  fiscal  provisions. 

First  of  all,  that  section  carries  for  only 
1  year,  and  the  purpose  of  that  is  to 
make  the  money  quickly  available  to  the 
States  that  are  ready  to  proceed  on 
stretches  of  their  Federal  aid  systems. 
Those  are  States  that  do  not  have 
enough  State  funds  to  match  the  Federal 
funds.  Then  this  money  is  deductible 
from  future  apportionments.  This  is 
merely  an  advance  to  help  accelerate 
whatever  projects  the  States  may  have 
ready  for  construction. 

Mr.  KEATING.  In  other  words,  do  I 
understand  that  it  provides  that  in  fu¬ 
ture  years  it  can  be  averaged  out  so  that 
on  the  overall  basis  the  Federal  grant  in 
and  will  only  be  50  percent? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  correct.  This 
amount  that  is  provided  for  this  year 
under  the  66%  provision  is  deducted  from 
the  future  apportionment  which  will  be 
on  a  50-50  basis. 

(Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  bal¬ 
ance  and  in  the  light  of  the  statements 
made  by  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  I  believe  this 
conference  report  should  be  adopted. 
There  are  feautres  in  it  I  do  not  like, 
especially  the  departure,  even  on  a  tem¬ 
porary  basis,  from  the  50-50  matching 
formula. 

But  the  provision  relating  to  billboards 
which  has  been  the  principal  subject  of 
discussion  and  bone  of  contention  rep¬ 
resents  a  reasonable  and  sound  approach 
to  a  highly  controversial  issue.  It  recog¬ 
nizes  the  interest  of  which  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  is  the  great  majority  of  the  public 
in  seeing  that  this  great  highway  system 
not  only  makes  the  cities  of  America 
more  accessible  to  all  her  citizens,  but 
opens  up  the  natural  beauties  of  the 
countryside  to  uninterrupted  view. 


But  this  provision  does  not  dictate  any 
policy  to  the  States.  It  gives  ample  rec¬ 
ognition  to  the  fact  that,  while  the  fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  contributing  the 
lion’s  share  of  the  funds,  the  States  also 
have  a  substantial  pecuniary  interest. 
Each  State  is  simply  offered  an  incen¬ 
tive  to  go  along  with  reasonable  regula¬ 
tions  formulated  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  The  final  decision  rests  with  the 
people  of  each  State  through  which 
these  highways  will  pass. 

This  is  by  no  means  a  scheme  to  buy 
off  the  States  which  may  favor  the  un¬ 
restricted  erection  of  billboards.  In  of¬ 
fering  to  shoulder  a  greater  share  of  the 
financial  burden  for  these  States,  Con¬ 
gress  merely  offers  to  act  upon  its  con¬ 
viction.  An  expression  of  policy,  without 
more,  would  be  an  empty  gesture.  Some 
incentive  must  be  given  the  States.  And 
the  inducement  offered  by  this  provision 
certainly  is  not  so  great  that  no  State  can 
find  it  more  profitable  to  refuse  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  about  to  appro¬ 
priate  a  great  deal  of  money  for  what 
can  be  the  most  beautiful  highway  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  world.  We  all  know  how 
disconcerting  it  can  be  to  drive  through 
the  countryside  only  to  face  one  com¬ 
mercial  eyesore  after  another.  On  the 
other  hand,  most  of  us  have  experienced 
the  job  of  traveling  through  our  States 
able  to  witness  all  the  beauties  this  land 
has  to  offer.  The  modern  Thruway  in 
my  State  of  New  York  affords  this  op¬ 
portunity  because  the  people  of  my  State 
favor  the  very  policy  this  provision  would 
adopt  as  a  Federal  policy.  I  am  sure  that 
the  majority  of  the  citizens  of  every 
States  will  feel  the  same  way. 

The  choice  is  clear.  It  is  not  whether 
we  in  Congress  wish  to  extend  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Federal  Government  into  the 
States.  It  is  whether  we  will  take  this 
opportunity  to  express  a  national  policy 
which  will  encourage  the  States  to  help 
make  this  highway  system  the  most  ma¬ 
jestic  in  the  world. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  like  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating],  and  like  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Virginia,  my  colleague 
Congressman  Gary,  I  am  disturbed 
about  some  of  the  various  provisions 
of  this  conference  report  beside  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  we  can 
satisfactorily  settle  the  billboard  matter. 
There  are  changes  in  the  bill,  changes  as 
to  the  formula  which  I,  as  an  individual 
Member  of  Congress,  have  never  had  the 
opportunity  to  express  myself  on.  There 
are  some  of  these  other  changes  under 
which  we  would  be  doing  something 
wholly  apart  from  what  we  thought  we 
were  going  to  do  when  we  pased  the 
House  bill.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recommend 
that  this  conference  report  be  recom¬ 
mitted  so  that  we  may  have  the  opportu¬ 
nity  here  in  the  House  to  thoroughly  dis¬ 
cuss  and  consider  every  angle  of  this  very 
involved  matter. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Hale]. 

Mr.  HALE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  yielding  to  me. 


April  3 

I  want  to  urge  the  adoption  of  this 
conference  report.  To  me  it  would  be 
unthinkable  for  this  conference  report 
to  be  rejected  for  reasons  largely  tech¬ 
nical.  It  would  cause  an  indefinite  de¬ 
lay  in  the  much-needed  construction  au¬ 
thorized  under  this  program. 

I  feel  particularly  deeply  about  the 
billboard  amendment  to  this  bill,  which 
I  think  is  a  very  salutary  and  necessary 
amendment.  I  have  three  billboard 
measures  pending  in  the  House.  I  regret 
that  there  was  no  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  these.  However,  the  whole  bill¬ 
board  matter  was  very  extensively  con-  - 
sidered  and  debated  in  the  other  body. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sincerely  hope  this  con¬ 
ference  report  will  be  adopted. 

In  urging  this  action,  I  realize  that 
the  billboard  provision  has  not  had  the 
benefit  of  the  normal  hearings  and  con¬ 
sideration  in  committee.  But  I  believe 
the  circumstances  warrant  bypassing 
this  procedure.  Let  us  consider  the  fol¬ 
lowing  facts : 

First,  time  is  running  out  on  efforts 
to  control  billboards  on  the  41,000-mile 
Interstate  System.  The  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  reports  that  3,481  miles  were 
either  completed  or  under  construction 
by  January  31  of  this  year.  If  appro¬ 
priate  legislation  is  not  passed,  these 
roads  and  those  to  be  constructed  will 
soon  be  lined  with  unsightly  and  garish 
billboards.  This  is  exactly  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  now  in  the  beautiful  State  of 
Maine,  which  annually  attracts  thou¬ 
sands  of  tourists  because  of  its  climate 
and  unrivaled  scenery.  Maine’s  first 
stretch  of  Interstate  Highway,  located 
between  Freeport  and  Brunswick  in  my 
congressional  district,  is  already  being 
defaced  with  billboards.  The  tourists 
who  spend  $200  million  in  Maine  each 
year  certainly  do  not  come  to  gaze  on 
toothpaste  and  beer  ads.  . 

Second,  the  public  is  demanding  ac¬ 
tion  now,  not  some  time  in  the  future 
when  it  is  too  late.  I  have  received 
more  spontaneous  mail  on  this  subject 
than  any  other  during  my  entire  16  years 
in  Congress.  Most  of  this  mail  has  come 
unsolicited  from  the  public,  not  from 
lobbies  and  pressure  groups.  I  pay  a 
great  deal  of  respect  to  that  kind  of 
mail.  This  public  sentiment  has  been 
verified  in  a  nationwide  poll  and  by 
countless  newspaper  editorials  through¬ 
out  the  country. 

Third,  Congress  has  an  obligation  to 
insure  the  efficiency,  safety,  and  beauty 
of  this  public  investment.  As  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  all  the  people,  we  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  legislate  in  the  public  interest. 
The  people  obviously  want  safe,  efficient, 
and  scenic  interstate  highways.  It  is 
up  to  us  to  make  sure  they  get  them. 

Fourth,  although  this  legislation  has 
not  been  considered  by  a  House  commit¬ 
tee,  it  was  subjected  to  long  and  ex¬ 
haustive  hearings  in  the  other  body  in 
each  of  the  last  2  years,  and  a  lengthy 
debate  on  the  floor  of  the  other  body 
last  week.  The  merits  of  the  legislation 
were  clearly  shown  at  those  times. 

Fifth,  this  legislation  has  the  strong 
support  of  both  parties,  including  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  and  former  Governor 
Adlai  Stevenson,  titular  head  of  the 
Democratic  party.  The  vote  on  this  bill 
in  the  other  body  was  a  nonpartisan 
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vote.  The  vote  which  saved  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  almost  evenly  split  between 
Democrats  and  Republicans. 

These  are  the  facts  which  speak  so 
strongly  for  the  adoption  of  the  Senate 
amendment.  The  only  objection  I  think 
could  honestly  be  made  is  that  the 
amendment  is  not  strong  enough. 

Last  year  I  introduced  a  bill  which 
would  have  withheld  all  Federal  high¬ 
ways  funds  from  States  not  banning  bill¬ 
boards  on  interstate  roads.  This  prob¬ 
ably  would  be  the  only  100  percent  effec¬ 
tive  way  of  protesting  our  highways. 
But  the  question  of  States  rights  made 
it  unlikely  to  be  passed,  so  this  year  I 
introduced  legislation  embodying  the 
carrot  rather  than  stick  approach. 
That  bill  would  have  provided  a  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  incentive  payment. 

The  amendment  before  us  today  has 
been  watered  down  even  more.  It  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  incentive  payment  of  only 
one-half  of  1  percent.  It  does  not  cover 
interstate  highways  constructed  before 
July  1,  1956.  It  allows  billboards  with¬ 
in  12  miles  of  business  establishments. 
In  other  words,  the  process  of  com¬ 
promise  has  removed  many  of  the  teeth 
from  this  legislation.  There  are  many 
loopholes.  For  example  it  is  estimated 
that  from  30  to  35  percent  of  what  will 
be  the  Interstate  System,  was  con¬ 
structed  before  July  1,  1956,  and  thus 
will  be  open  to  even  more  billboards  than 
may  already  exist. 

But  in  spite  of  the  weaknesses  in  this 
legislation,  I  strongly  support  it.  It  is 
better  to  have  some  controls  than  to 
have  none  at  all.  That  is  what  we  are 
faced  with  if  we  disagree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  Even  if  the  legislation  will 
not  be  100  percent  effective,  it  will  do 
some  good.  The  incentive  payment  un¬ 
doubtedly  will  encourage  many  States 
to  act.  For  example,  for  the  first  time 
in  history,  the  State  of  Maryland  passed 
an  antibillboard  bill  this  year,  prob¬ 
ably  in  anticipation  of  a  several  million 
dollars  bonus  it  will  receive  as  a  result. 
Other  States  will  do  the  same. 

Of  course  this  legislation  has  drawn 
strong  objections,  even  in  its  pi'esent 
state.  The  billboard  lobby  is  still  cry¬ 
ing  States  rights,  although  in  this  case 
the  States  are  entirely  free  to  accept  or 
reject  billboard  controls  and  the  result¬ 
ing  bonus  payment.  The  lobby  also  has 
raised  the  issue  of  job  losses.  Yet  how 
can  jobs  which  do  not  now  exist  be 
lost?  We  could  create  jobs  by  having 
people  dig  holes  in  the  pavement  of  our 
highways.  But  certainly  the  highway 
users  would  object.  Why  add  a  hand¬ 
ful  of  jobs  involved  in  putting  up  bill¬ 
boards  which  are  just  about  as  much 
of  a  detriment  to  interstate  highways? 
The  billboard  industry  will  have  plenty 
of  room  to  expand  on  the  primary  and 
secondary  roads,  which  also  are  being 
increased. 

Another  objection  has  been  that  mo¬ 
tels,  restaurants,  and  other  roadside 
businesses  will  be  wiped  out  or  ruined  by 
not  being  able  to  advertise.  This  could 
hardly  be  true.  In  the  first  place,  since 
these  are  to  be  limited  access  highways, 
there  will  be  few  establishments  on  the 
roadway.  Those  which  are  can  adver¬ 
tise  within  12  miles.  Those  which  are 


located  off  the  highways  at  access  points 
can  advertise  as  authorized  by  the  State 
in  accordance  with  the  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

In  short,  this  legislation  is  the  min¬ 
imum  Congress  can  do  to  protect  this 
multi-billion-dollar  public  investment. 
The  only  opposition  to  the  bill  is  the 
extremely  selfish  opposition  of  the  bill¬ 
board  lobby. 

(Mr.  HALE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Curtis!  . 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  favor  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  this  bill  to  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference.  This  bill  has  been  so  changed 
since  it  was  before  the  House  that  I  can 
no  longer  support  it. 

In  my  opinion  the  Congress  is  moving 
too  far  and  too  fast  in  its  provision  for 
highways.  This  bill  adds  about  $1.3  bil¬ 
lion  to  an  already  enormous  highway 
program. 

It  may  be  doubted  whether  this  bill 
will  put  as  many  people  to  work  as  has 
been  claimed.  Consider  the  amounts 
now  available  to  the  States  for  highway 
work  as  shown  by  the  table  on  page 
A3093  of  the  Congressional  Record  of 
April  1,  1958,  inserted  by  the  Congress¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating]. 

This  bill  will  raise  inflationary  pres¬ 
sures  not  only  for  the  present  but  for 
the  future. 

It  assigns  too  high  a  priority  to  what 
this  country  is  doing  for  highways.  Let 
us  remember  that  there  are  other  criti¬ 
cal  needs  facing  this  country  at  this 
time,  needs  for  defense,  needs  for 
science  and  education.  We  are  going 
too  far  and  too  fast  in  support  of  the 
objectives  of  this  bill. 

I  now  quote  from  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  on  this  bill  while  it  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  He  stated  that  one  of 
his  objections  was  that  “It  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  pay-as-you-go  policy  for  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  aid  established  by  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  which  set  up  the 
road  trust  fund  to  assure  that  Special 
taxes  on  highway  users  would  be  used 
for  highway  construction.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  new  provision  added 
by  the  Senate  increasing  the  Federal 
share  of  matched  grants  for  ABC  high¬ 
ways  from  50  percent  to  66%  percent  is 
highly  objectionable.  This  new  provi¬ 
sion  applies  to  a  $400  million  appropria¬ 
tion  for  ABC  highways  added  by  the 
Senate. 

Matched  grants  on  the  basis  of  50  per¬ 
cent  Federal  and  50  percent  State  have 
been  the  rule  for  many  years  in  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  ABC  highways, 
which  are  the  primary,  secondary  and 
urban  roads. 

To  change  this  basis  from  50-50  to 
two-thirds.  Federal  and  one-third  State 
is  most  unfair  to  many  sections  of  the 
country.  Even  under  the  50-50  match¬ 
ing,  the  more  thickly  populated,  more 
highly  Federally  taxed  areas  have  suf¬ 


fered.  This  is  due  to  the  formula  under 
which  the  money  is  divided  up  among 
the  States,  which  gives  almost  equal 
weight  to  area,  road  mileage,  and  popu¬ 
lation.  A  State  like  Massachusetts  gets 
back  in  Federal  grants  for  ABC  high¬ 
ways  a  proportionately  smaller  share  of 
the  money  contributed  by  its  taxpayers 
to  the  Federal  Government  for  highway 
construction  than  do  many  other  States. 

This  inequality  is  of  course  greatly  in¬ 
creased  when  the  matching  basis  is 
changed  from  50  percent  Federal  and  50 
percent  State  to  %  percent  Federal  and 
V3  percent  State. 

Federal  grants  in  aid  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  were  originally  intended  to  help 
to  build  roads  of  national  importance. 
The  Federal  money  was  provided  out  of 
an  appropriation  for  post  offices  and  post 
roads.  But  this  program  has  naturally 
been  popular  in  many  areas,  and  the  ten¬ 
dency  has  been  constantly  to  extend  it, 
both  in  the  amounts  of  money  appropri¬ 
ated,  and  in  the  types  of  roads  covered. 

Under  a  Senate  amendment  the  States 
were  permitted  100  percent  transferabil¬ 
ity  of  the  new  funds  as  between  primary, 
secondary  and  urban  roads. 

When  Federal  aid  was  confined  to  post 
roads  and  the  matching  basis  was  50-50, 
some  inequality  in  distribution  was  tol¬ 
erable.  It  becomes  much  more  burden¬ 
some  when  the  matching  basis  is  %  Fed¬ 
eral  and  y3  State.  And  it  becomes  yet 
more  burdensome  when  these  funds  are 
made  applicable  not  just  to  post  roads 
and  through  routes,  but  to  roads  that  are 
primarily  of  local  interest.  With  unlim¬ 
ited  transferability  permitted,  these 
funds  can  now  be  used  predominately  for 
such  roads.  This  places  an  unfair  bur¬ 
den  on  some  of  the  States. 

While  sectional  interest  should  not  be 
overemphasized,  the  taxpayers  of  the 
more  thickly  populated  States  should 
not  be  asked  to  contribute  on  a  basis  of 
66%  percent  Federal  grants  for  aid  given 
under  these  provisions. 

This  new  matching  grant  basis  should 
not  be  accepted.  We  should  continue 
with  the  50-50  sharing  which  has  been 
in  effect  for  so  many  years. 

It  is  desirable  and  necessary  that  the 
Federal  Government  take  part  in  the  fi¬ 
nancing  of  post  roads  and  through 
routes.  In  this  way  the  States  having 
large  needs  for  such  highways  and  less 
ability  to  pay  are  in  effect  aided  by 
States  having  lesser  needs  and  greater 
ability  to  pay.  But  it  is  unsound,  un- 
American  and  contrary  to  the  proper 
relationship  between  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  to  have  this  sound 
principle  carried  further  than  is  required 
for  the  above  purpose. 

The  late  Senator  James  W.  Wads¬ 
worth,  of  New  York,  in  an  article  on  the  . 
Federal  aid  system  said: 

There  may  be  some  functions  performed 
under  it  which  can  be  done  better  by  the 
Federal  Government  than  the  States.  But  I 
do  believe  that  it  could  and  should  be  radi¬ 
cally  curbed,  both  in  the  interest  of  economy 
and  sound  policy,  and  that  steps  should  be 
taken  to  place  a  check  upon  its  growth  be¬ 
fore  it  undermines  our  whole  system  of  dual 
sovereignty  of  the  State  and  Nation. 

But  questionable  as  these  features  of  the 
system  are,  the  most  dangerous  phase  of  it 
in  my  opinion  in  its  tendency  toward  the 
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breaking  down  of  the  principle  of  local  self- 
government,  and  the  creation  of  an  all- 
powerful  Federal  bureaucracy. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  how  greatly  the 
present  practice  of  distributing  Federal 
funds  to  the  States  conflicts  with  funda¬ 
mental  principles  enunciated  by  past 
leaders  of  our  country.  Over  100  years 
ago  the  Federal  Government  not  only 
had  a  balanced  budget  but  had  a  sizea¬ 
ble  balance  on  hand  from  the  proceeds  of 
sales  of  public  lands.  It  was  proposed 
that  this  money  be  distributed  to  the 
States.  Both  Daniel  Webster  and  John 
C.  Calhoun  vigorously  opposed  this. 

Webster  proposed  that  the  money  be 
put  to  a  different  use,  saying: 

This,  in  my  opinion,  would  be  a  less  evil 
than  that  extraordinary  and  dangerous  state 
of  things  in  which  the  United  States  should 
be  found  laying  and  collecting  taxes  for  the 
purpose  of  distributing  them  when  collected 
among  the  States  of  the  Union. 

John  C.  Calhoun,  speaking  in  Con¬ 
gress,  said  that  he  “dreaded  the  force  of 
precedent;  the  time  would  come  when 
the  example  of  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  public  lands  would  be 
urged  as  a  reason  for  distributing  the 
revenue  derived  from  other  sources.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  be  recommitted  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Conference. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Gray]. 

Mr.  GRAY.'  Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  make 
no  mistake  about  this  bill.  Those  who 
advocate  recommitting  this  bill  are 
merely  trying  to  stop  any  antirecession 
measures  that  may  come  before  this 
House. 

This  matter  of  highways  is  no  new 
matter.  As  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  I  have  debated  and 
listened  intently  to  witnesses  since  1955 
concerning  the  need  for  highways.  Here 
is  a  bill  before  you  today  that  is  going  to 
allow  the  States  to  put  people  to  work. 
It  will  allow  America  to  have  the  roads 
so  badly  needed  and  to  which  we  are 
entitled. 

Two  years  ago  I  stood  in  this  very  well 
and  urged  this  House  to  vote  for  the  1956 
Highway  Act.  On  the  day  I  spoke  trag¬ 
edy  struck  my  family  by  killing  my  aunt 
and  uncle  on  a  small  two-lane  highway. 
They  were  going  to  a  picnic  with  some 
Sunday-school  children,  a  drunk  pulled 
around  from  behind  a  truck  and  hit  their 
car  head  on. 

As  I  left  the  office  this  morning,  I  read 
where  an  18-year-old  boy  from  my  dis¬ 
trict  was  found  in  the  same  circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr#  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Does  the  gentleman  re¬ 
call  that  day  he  was  in  the  well  of 
the  House — I  remember  it  very  well — 
whether  he  voted  for  or  against  the  bill? 

Mr.  GRAY.  Most  certainly  for  the 
bill. 

Mr.  AVERY.  That  was  not  the  im¬ 
pression  I  had.  I  was  quite  surprised  by 
the  gentleman’s  statement  that  he  had 
voted  for  the  bilL 


Mr.  GRAY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
check  the  record,  he  will  find  out  that 
not  only  did  I  vote  for  the  bill,  but  I 
brought  out  a  bouquet  of  roses  here  to 
illustrate  my  point  and  it  was  later  writ¬ 
ten  up  in  Newsweek  magazine  concern¬ 
ing  my  efforts  in  behalf  of  the  bill. 

Anyway,  going  on,  this  morning  I  read 
of  an  18-year-old  boy  being  killed  in  my 
district.  He  was  going  down  a  small 
two-lane  highway  under  the  same  cir¬ 
cumstances.  Someone  passed  another 
car,  or  tried,  to,  and  could  not  make  it 
and  hit  him  head  on.  It  is  time  that  we 
give  America  the  roads  the  people  are 
entitled  to.  It  is  time  that  we  stop  this 
slaughter  on  the  highways  of  America. 
Let  us  stop  letting  the  tail  wag  the  dog. 
This  matter  of  the  billboards  is  aside 
from  the  true  facts  of  this  legislation. 
We  need  an  expanded  highway  program. 
I  talked  with  the  chief  highway  engineer 
of  the  State  of  Ilinois  last  night.  He  told 
me  that  25,000  new  jobs  will  be  created  if 
this  bill  is  passed  today.  In  addition, 
many  engineering  surveys  are  already 
completed  and  ready.  We  can  let  con¬ 
tracts  immediately.  So  let  us  get  on 
with  this  and  quit  haggling  about  little 
things  that  amount  to  nothing.  Give  us 
the  roads  and  jobs  that  the  country 
needs.  Let  us  stop  this  slaughter  on 
these  small  highways. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRAY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  No  one  wants  high¬ 
ways  any  more  than  I  do  and  any  more 
than  the  minority  does.  I  have  been 
one  of  the  staunchest  supporters  of  the 
interstate  and  ABC  highway  programs. 
The  majority  leader  has  indicated  that, 
so  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  he  would 
have  much  preferred  to  have  more  time 
to  consider  it.  No  one  is  in  opposition 
to  the  purposes  of  this  bill  as  it  relates 
to  spurring  employment.  I  think  that 
should  clearly  appear  in  the  Record. 
The  question  I  wish  to  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  is:  Is  it  not  true  that  the  issue 
facing  us  is  just  simply  this:  Must  we 
vote  today  on  a  bill  which  even  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  admits  there  has  not  been 
an  adequate  opportunity  to  consider  in 
conference,  and  no  opportunity  to  con¬ 
sider  before  our  Public  Works  Commit¬ 
tee;  or  can  we  afford  to  wait  another  30 
days  and  get,  perhaps,  a  better  bill  back 
here?  Now,  I  ask  the  gentleman  with 
regard  to  that,  is  it  not  true  that  at 
the  present  time,  as  of  February  28,  as 
is  reported  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  in  our  hearings,  there  is  a  pres¬ 
ent  uncommitted,  unprogramed  bal¬ 
ance  of  $1,164,827,000  on  the  interstate 
program  and  $651,387,000  on  the  ABC 
program,  and,  therefore,  no  real  emer¬ 
gency  consideration  of  this  bill  is  as  jus¬ 
tified  as  has  been  represented? 

Mr.  GRAY.  Is  the  gentleman  making 
a  speech  or  asking  a  question? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am  asking  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  George], 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank,  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

I  would  like  to  ask  what  I  believe  to 
be  a  crucial  question  in  this  matter  of 
the  distinguished  chairman,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]  the 
question  I  asked  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Gray].  Is  it  not  true  that 
there  is  presently  $1,164,827,000  in  the 
Interstate  System  unprogramed  and 
and  $651,387,000  in  the  ABC  unpro¬ 
gramed,  and  if  that  is  true,  why  must  we 
consider  this  legislation  on  an  emer¬ 
gency  basis  at  this  time  rather  than  to 
work  for  a  better  bill  that  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  fe\y  days  after  the  recess. 

Mr.  FALLON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
check  the  figures,  he  will  know  that  I 
used  that  same  figure  on  the  Senate  side 
when  we  were  in  conference,  and  I  was 
told  that  this  money,  the  $400  million, 
can  be  put  in  areas  where  they  are  in 
distress  and  where  the  money  is  very 
much  needed,  and  that  the  ABC  money 
for  these  areas  has  rim  out  or  will  be 
all  programed  by  July  1. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  yield  to  me 
further? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Is  it  not  true  again  as 
to  where  this  money  is  allocated  and 
where  there  are  workers  in  distressed 
areas  that  that  is  a  question  strictly 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  road 
department? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  And  is  it  not  true,  if 
the  State  road  departments  were  in¬ 
clined  to  put  this  unprogramed  money 
in  distressed  areas,  all  they  have  to  do 
is  to  put  it  there  and  there  may  be  little 
or  no  need  for  any  additional  Federal 
money  because  this  unspent  money  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  time  it  would  take  to 
confer  further  on  this  report  which  they 
have  at  the  present  time  can  be  used? 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  is 
claiming  that  there  is  no  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  money  to  be  spent  at  this  time, 
but  all  the  testimony  in  the  other  body 
shows  clearly  that  there  is  a  need  for 
additional  money  to  be  spent  in  the 
many  counties  of  the  United  States  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
my  first  experience  as  a  conferee.  It 
has  been  an  enlightening  experience 
especially  when  we  go  into  conference 
with  the  House  having  worked  its  will 
on  a  piece  of  legislation.  There  seems 
to  be  some  disturbing  opinion  about  the 
fact  that  the  bill  provides  two-thirds 
Federal ,  participation  and  one-third 
State  participation  on  the  $400  million, 
that  goes  out  in  the  States,  that  may 
reach  into  every  congressional  district 
in  the  United  States.  Most  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  disturbed  about  that  feature 
are  the  ones  who  receive  the  benefits  of 
this  interregional  system.  In  addition 
to  expanding  this  highway  program 
$400  million  on  the  ABC  system  in  the 
first  year  there  is  $200  million  added  to 
the  interregional  system  and  the  sec¬ 
ond  year  $300  million. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 
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Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  the  gentleman 
1  additional  minute  in  order  to  ask  him 
a  question. 

Do  I  understand  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  is  for  the  emergency  fund  and 
the  formula  under  which  it  is  to  be 
distributed? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  intend  to  support 
the  bill  that  is  now  on  the  floor.  It  is 
not  exactly  what  I  would  like  to  have. 
I  think  our  committee  could  have  done 
a  much  better  job  if  we  had  a  chance 
to  work  our  will. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  understand  also  that 
the  gentleman  said  the  money  that  is 
advanced  to  the  States  under  the  law 
will  be  paid  back  under  future  allot¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  has  been  in  the 
bill.  It  requires  that. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  discussion  here  today  on  the  merits 
of  accepting  this  conference  report  has 
revealed  that  Members  are  sharply  di¬ 
vided  on  certain  provisions  in  this  bill. 
Ideally  there  might  be  further  consid¬ 
eration  given  to  these  provisions,  con¬ 
cerning  some  of  which  many  of  us  have 
reservations.  Most  of  us  would  prob¬ 
ably  agree  that  this  is  not  an  ideal  way 
to  legislate.  However,  I  do  not  feel  we 
could  get  a  better  bill  by  sending  it  back 
to  the  conference  committee. 

I  personally  feel  that  this  conference 
report  should  be  adopted.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion  the  merits  of  the  bill  outweigh  its 
weak  points.  Its  adoption  will  accelerate 
a  program  of  tremendous  value  to  the 
Nation. 

I  recognize  that  others  will  feel  these 
matters  need  further  consideration. 
Therefore  I  cannot  agree  with  the  con¬ 
tention  that  those  who  vote  to  recom¬ 
mit  will  be  opposing  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  itself,  or  will  be  refusing  to  back 
an  important  antirecession  measure.  In 
fairness,  I  think  we  should  frankly  ad¬ 
mit  that  this  measure  could  be  improved. 
Sending  it  back  to  conference,  however, 
is  not  likely  to  alter  it  much  and  I  trust 
that  a  majority  will  agree  with  me  that 
the  merits  of  the  bill  outweigh  its  weak¬ 
nesses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  concluding,  I 
should  like  to  mention  one  provision  in 
the  Highway  Act  of  1956  about  which 
I  have  reservations.  Section  112  of  that 
act  provides  that  no  service  stations  or 
other  commercial  establishments  for 
serving  motor  vehicle  users  are  to  be 
constructed  or  located  on  the  rights  of 
way  of  the  Interstate  System.  If  this 
provision  cannot  be  modified  in  some 
way,  motorists  may  be  seriously  incon¬ 
venienced.  Furthermore,  local  and  State 
highway  connections  at  various  inter¬ 
changes  may  be  heavily  overloaded  with 
passengers  turning  off  temporarily  to 
stop  at  service  stations. 

In  New  Jersey  a  plan  was  developed  in 
1946  with  respect  to  service  areas  which 
has  worked  well.  After  deciding  on  suit¬ 
able  locations  for  gas  stations,  addition¬ 
al  land  was  acquired,  properly  designed 
exist  and  entrances  were  built,  and  sites 
were  prepared  under  the  construction 
contract. 
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After  construction,  these  sites  were 
sold  at  public  auction.  Each  purchaser 
agreed  to  certain  conditions  of  sale,  re¬ 
stricting,  for  example,  the  type  of  build¬ 
ings  which  could  be  constructed,  and  in¬ 
suring  competition  between  various  op¬ 
erating  companies.  Being  privately 
owned,  these  areas  come  under  the  rat¬ 
able  structure  of  the  community  in 
which  they  are  located.  The  sites  have 
been  so  located  that  screening  planting 
keeps  the  service  stations  from  being 
readily  visible  from  the  highway.  De¬ 
spite  heavy  traffic,  these  stations  have 
been  so  designed  that  the  chances  of  ac¬ 
cidents  are  minimized. 

By  encouraging  convenient,  privately 
owned  facilities  the  State  has  been  re¬ 
lieved  of  the  necessity  of  providing  its 
own  facilities  and  of  policing  these  facil¬ 
ities,  and  it  has  not  been  necessary  to 
concentrate  such  facilities  at  the  major 
interchanges. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  seems  to 
feel  that  Congress,  by  enacting  section 
112,  has  taken  a  position  inconsistent 
with  a  program  which  has  proven  suc¬ 
cessful  in  New  Jersey.  They  recognize 
that  experience  may  eventually  lead 
them  to  recommend  a  change  in  this 
policy,  if  time  proves  that  motorists  can¬ 
not  be  adequately  served  with  the  pres¬ 
ent  restrictions  in  effect.  The  only  trou¬ 
ble  with  this  position  is  that  there  will 
be  an  immediate  necessity  for  gas  serv¬ 
ice,  restrooms,  and  telephones.  If,  for 
example,  we  build  50  or  60  miles  of  an 
interstate  highway  without  such  facili¬ 
ties,  we  should  not  be  required  actually 
to  experience  the  difficulties  which 
would  result.  Our  commonsense  should 
^tell  us  that  more  needs  to  be  done  to 
consider  the  comfort,  convenience,  and 
safety  of  our  motorists. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  tMr.  Baldwin]. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  conference  report. 
We  have  to  consider  the  report  on  its 
merits  as  it  appears  before  us  at  the 
present  time. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  a  section 
which  has  not  received  any  comment  up 
to  this  time  but  I  think  is  a  vital  section 
of  the  bill,  and  that  is  section  8. 

Under  section  8  of  this  bill  the  needs 
formula  for  the  allocation  of  Federal 
Interstate  Highway  System  funds  will 
go  into  effect  with  the  allocations  for  the 
fiscal  year  1960.  This  needs  formula  is 
something  for  which  your  roads  sub¬ 
committee  has  been  fighting  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years.  In  the  bill  that  was 
passed  by  this  body  in  1956  and  brought 
to  the  floor  by  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  we  had  provided  that  the 
needs  formula  should  go  into  effect  im¬ 
mediately  for  the  Federal  Interstate 
Highway  System.  However,  at  that  time 
the  bill  which  was  passed  by  the  other 
body  did  not  provide  that  formula  and 
used  the  old  formula  of  allocation  on  the 
basis  of  population,  area,  and  post  roads. 
As  a  result,  the  conference  report  2 
years  ago,  which  became  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  was  a  compro¬ 
mise  on  the  issue,  saying  that  the  old 
formula  would  be  used  through  fiscal 
year  1959,  but  that  beginning  in  1960 
the  needs  formula  would  go  into  effect. 


Your  committee  has  been  fighting  to 
obtain  this  formula  for  a  number  of 
years,  because  this  is  the  only  formula 
that  will  actually  complete  the  Federal 
Interstate  Highway  System  at  one  si¬ 
multaneous  time. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
agree  with  me  in  the  statement  I  made 
in  the  conference,  that  this  formula 
should  be  extended  for  3  years,  and  that 
we  were  limited  to  1  year  because  we 
could  not  expand  the  figure  in  confer¬ 
ence.  Does  not  the  gentleman  agree  that 
it  should  be  for  a  3-year  period? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  fully  agree  with 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Is  that  not  another 
reason  why  this  bill  should  go  back  to 
conference? 

Mr.  FALLON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  the  subject  matter  the  gentleman 
is  talking  about  was  adopted  in  this 
House  in  1956.  We  are  still  limited  to 
the  1-year  rule. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  If  it  goes  back  to 
conference  we  can  bring  the  subject  up 
for  general  discussion.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  not  agree  to  that? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  think  we  had  it  up 
for  general  discussion  when  we  were  in 
conference.  I  suggested  that  it  should 
be  on  a  3-year  basis  rather  than  1  year, 
and  I  was  told  that  we  were  limited  to 
1  year  only  in  conference. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  But  the  gentleman 
did  not  make  a  motion  to  make  it  a  3- 
year  period. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  would  have  been  out 
of  order  had  I  made  such  a  motion  and 
I  was  told  so. 

(Mr.  BALDWIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Wainwright]  . 

(Mr.  WAINWRIGHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  WAINWRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  agree  with  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  George],  and  say 
that  this  is  not  a  perfect  way  to  legis¬ 
late.  However,  in  the  6  years  that  I 
have  been  privileged  to  serve  in  this 
body  we  have  passed  an  awful  lot  of 
bills  that  have  not  been  legislated  per¬ 
fectly.  We  have  done  it  here  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
These  laws,  admittedly  not  perfect,  have 
helped  the  people. 

I  represent  a  wonderful  area  on  Long 
Island,  N.  Y.  It  is  a  narrow,  100-mile 
strip  filled  with  roads.  Frankly,  it  is 
a  billboard  jungle.  New  York  City  may 
have  its  blackboard  jungle,  but  we  have 
a  billboard  jungle.  Here  we  will  be 
making  an  attempt,  a  small  attempt,  a 
rather  weak  and  pitiful  attempt  in  the 
right  direction.  What  a  shame  that 
pressure  has  been  exerted  by  powerful 
and  wealthy  lobbies  and  by  people  in 
high  places  to  defeat  the  anti-billboard 
philosophy  of  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Speaker^ I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  just  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Wain- 
wright]  ,  that  I  have  not  been  pressured 
upon  this  bill  and  I  resent  his  imputa¬ 
tion  that  Members  of  the  House  have 
been  lobbied  and  high-pressured  as  he 
said  they  have  been. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Roose¬ 
velt]. 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker, 
those  who  oppose  this  conference  report 
are  in  essence  trying  to  delay  the  spend¬ 
ing  of  funds  that  would  be  used  directly 
to  fight  the  growing  depression.  The 
effort  by  some  to  say  that  a  smile  a  day 
will  chase  the  depression  away  is  a  cruel 
joke  on  the  ever  increasing  human 
tragedies  that  are  taking  place  across 
our  country.  Today’s  New  York  Times 
carries  a  story,  as  follows: 

The  number  of  workers  drawing  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  in  this  city  rose  by 
nearly  10,000  last  week,  the  largest  increase 
since  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

Officials  predicted  that  the  situation 
would  get  worse  in  the  next  few  weeks  as  a 
result  of  post-Easter  layoffs  in  the  apparel 
trades,  New  York’s  principal  industry. 

Gloomy  employment  news  came  from 
other  major  centers,  despite  White  House 
hopes  for  a  seasonal  upturn  in  jobs.  The 
Labor  Department’s  chief  manpower  expert 
reported  that  the  national  unemployment 
total  for  March  would  show  an  increase  of 
about  200,000  over  the  February  figure  of 
5,173,000. 

The  estimate  was  made  in  St.  Louis  by 
Seymour  L.  Wolfbein,  head  of  the  Division 
of  Manpower  and  Employment  Statistics  of 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  It 
contrasted  with  a  statement  Monday  by 
James  P.  Mitchell,  Secretary  of  Labor,  that 
he  did  not  expect  the  March  figure  would 
be  much  different  from  the  previous 
month’s  total. 

A  further  rise  in  unemployment  insurance 
was  reported  in  Chicago,  Boston,  Cleveland, 
Philadelphia  and  Los  Angeles.  Other  key  in¬ 
dustrial  centers  showed  a  leveling  off  in 
joblessness,  but  no  pickup. 

Who  can  read  those  words  and  doubt 
the  very  real  seriousness  of  what  our 
Nation  faces? 

Much  as  many  of  us  would  want  the 
House  to  give  direct  consideration  to  the 
provisions  of  this  conference  bill  orig¬ 
inating  in  the  other  body,  the  fact  is 
neither  we  nor  our  committees  can  do 
so.  Those  who  have  read  the  evidence 
presented  on  the  other  side  of  the  Capitol 
agree  it  fully  justifies  what  we  are  now 
asked  to  approve.  Let  us  do  so  whole¬ 
heartedly  and  convincingly.  The  coun¬ 
try  looks  to  us  for  leadership  and  un¬ 
derstanding  for  it  is  getting  only  hesita¬ 
tion  and  optimistic  platitudes  from  the 
executive  branch. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Riehlman], 


(Mr.  RIEHLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RIEHLMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  happy  with  the  manner  in  which 
this  legislation  has  been  presented  to 
the  House  today  for  action  without  hav¬ 
ing  ample  time  for  the  Members  to 
throughly  debate  the  changes  that  were 
made  by  the  Senate  when  it  substituted 
the  provisions  of  S. 3414  for  the  bill  that 
passed  the  House. 

Additional  time  certainly  is  needed  to 
provide  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
important  changes,  such  as  the  revision 
in  the  formula  for  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  roads,  and  the  inclusion  of 
provisions  for  the  Interstate  System. 

I  know  that  during  my  12  years  of 
service  in  the  Congress,  we  have  acted 
on  legislation — possibly  much  less  im¬ 
portant  legislation — in  this  same  man¬ 
ner,  but  I  cannot  say  that  this  pro¬ 
cedure  meets  with  my  approval. 

However,  I  cannot  see  where  we  would 
accomplish  anything  by  recommitting 
this  report  to  the  conference  committee. 

There  is  a  need  for  expeditious  action 
on  this  legislation  so  that  we  may  be 
able  to  get  some  of  our  vital  road  pro¬ 
grams  off  dead  center,  such  as  in  my 
State,  and  in  other  States  as  well. 

Therefore,  I  feel  compelled  to  vote 
against  recommittal. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright]  . 

(Mr.  WRIGHT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  favor 
most  of  the  general  purposes  and  most  of 
the  principal  provisions  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  seems  clear,  however,  that  we 
are  involved  in  an  irregular  procedure. 
The  other  body  has  so  amended  the  bill 
originally  passed  by  the  House  that  it 
bears  only  the  most  superficial  resem¬ 
blance  to  that  measure  on  which  the 
House  acted. 

The  Senate  attached,  and  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  agreed  to,  a  number 
of  extraneous  provisions  which  by  right 
should  have  been  the  subject  of  separate 
legislation.  At  least,  the  regular  pro¬ 
cedure  should  have  been  followed  and  the 
House  given  an  opportunity  to  consider 
these  matters  in  the  regular  deliberative 
process  and  to  work  its  will. 

These,  extraordinary  provisions  au¬ 
thorize  among  other  things  additional 
deletions  from1  the  highway  fund  for 
other  than  roadbuilding  purposes.  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  should  be  very  care¬ 
ful  about  allowing  such  expenses  to  come 
out  of  this  fund.'  At  the  very  least  we 
should  have  such  matters  fully  discussed 
in  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
House  and  understand  exactly  what  effect 
they  will  have  upon  this  fund  before 
summarily  approving  them. 

I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  need  for 
moving  with  deliberate  speed  in  getting 
useful  and  constructive  public  works  un¬ 
derway  in  the  present  national  economic 
climate.  Yet  there  is  no  need  so  very 
urgent  as  to  allow  ourselves  to  be  stam¬ 
peded  into  taking  inadequately  consid¬ 
ered  legislation  simply  to  save  a  few  days. 


It  would  seem  logical  to  me  that,  if 
this  motion  to  recommit  should  be 
adopted,  the  conference  committee  could 
delete  these  more  technical  and  conti'o- 
versial  matters,  bring  the  bill  in  its  main 
provisions  back  to  us  within  a  few  days, 
and  let  us  approve  it.  Thus  work  could 
be  authorized  and  underway.  Then, 
these  extraneous  features  could  be  taken 
up  in  the  regular  way  as  separate  legisla¬ 
tion  and  the  House  could  work  its  will  on 
each  in  turn. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Dorn.] 

(Mr.  DORN  of  New  York  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks. ) 

Mr.  DORN  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Wainwright]  and  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  this  bill  is  perfect  but  I  am  support¬ 
ing  it. 

One  of  the  prime  blessings  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways  is  the  absence  of  stop  lights. 
They  are  so  planned  and  constructed  as 
to  give  the  motorist  the  maximum  safe¬ 
ty  and  the  minimum  inconvenience. 
Should  we  not,  therefore,  as  we  appro¬ 
priate  millions  of  dollars  for  further 
construction,  protect  the  natural  beauty 
of  the  country  side  and  give  lie  to  the 
heading  of  a  recent  cartoon:  “Coast  to 
Coast  Without  Seeing  a  Stop  Light — or 
Anything  Else.” 

The  reason  we  cannot  see  “anything 
else”  of  course  beifig  the  pleas  to  buy 
“Burp’s  Pills”  for  indigestion  or  “Glop 
Hair  Oil”  strung  end  to  end  along  the 
highway  shoulders.  They  mar  the 
beauty  of  our  roadsides  and  menace  the 
safety  of  motorists.  The  rural  vistas  re¬ 
quire  no  enhancement  by  pictures  of 
pretty  girls.  Drivers  of  our  modern 
high-powered  cars  are  better  undis¬ 
tracted. 

To  prevent  the  erection  of  the  bill¬ 
boards  would  not  be  depriving  the  ad¬ 
vertisers,  who  play  a  vital  role  in  our 
economy,  of  necessary  display  sites. 
Certainly  the  media  of  radio,  television, 
newspapers,  magazines  and  other  de¬ 
vices  are  ample  and  equally  effective. 
But  I  do  not  believe  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  party  to  making  the 
driver  a  captive  audience. 

The  41,000  miles  of  highways,  of  course, 
do  not  go  through  my  Brooklyn  district. 
But  the  residents  of  the  district  have  in 
great  numbers  informed  me  of  their  deep 
concern  with  the  maintenance  of  high 
standards  of  beauty  and  safety  on  them. 

I  would  like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
my  colleagues  some  of  their  comments. 

One  woman  wrote : 

My  friends  and  I  feel  strongly  that  the 
scenery  on  our  highways  should  remain  as  it 
is,  and  not  be  made  the  tool  of  commercial 
interests. 

Another: 

The  billboards  are  generally  pointless,  often 
creating  driving  hazards  and  certainly  de¬ 
facing  the  countryside. 

Still  another: 

I  believe  that  drastic  legislation  should  be 
passed  to  prevent  the  further  desecration  of 
our  beautiful  scenery.  I  find  it  disgusting 
to  have  my  scenic  view  blocked. 
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They  all  ask  why  our  lawmakers  can¬ 
not  do  anything.  Of  course  we  can. 
Their  tax  dollars  are  helping  to  construct 
these  roads  and  there  is  no  tenable  rea¬ 
son  why  their  wishes  and  interests  should 
not  be  considered.  They  will  continue  to 
buy  nationally  advertised  wTares  even  if 
not  reminded  to  do  so  while  motoring 
across  the  land.  In  their  name,  I  earn¬ 
estly  ask  positive  action  to  permit  us  a 
hazardless,  happy  drive  “coast  to  coast 
without  seeing  a  stop  light,”  but  seeing 
everything  else  our  beautiful  country 
displays. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
attempted  in  the  debate  today  to  point 
out  that  there  are  unprogramed  funds 
presently  available  in  both  the  Inter¬ 
state  and  ABC  Systems  and  according  to 
information  presented  to  our  Public 
Works  Committee  this  money  could  have 
been  used  in  the  past  to  create  more  jobs. 
It  has  been  of  concern  to  many  of  us  who 
have  been  so  vitally  interested  in  the 
highway  program  and  the  action  taken 
under  the  1956  act  that  the  States  seem 
in  many  instances  to  drag  their  feet  in 
getting  the  program  underway  in  full 
force. 

All  the  States  that  testified  before  our 
committee  when  the  1956  act  was  under 
consideration  indicated  that  they  could 
match  the  Federal  funds  or  would  make 
provisions  for  matching  funds  if  the  bill 
were  approved.  Now  we  see  that  many 
have  not  yet  lived  up  to  this  moral  com¬ 
mitment.  Even  some  State  governors 
are  trying  to  blame  the  administration 
for  holding  onto  some  of  the  funds  until 
contracts  are  completed  and  thus  mak¬ 
ing  State  matching  fund  amounts  that 
must  be  made  available  too  burdensome. 
A  full  investigation  of  this  has  proven 
that  this  is  not  true — and,  if  any  Federal 
program  has  been  expedited  on  the  na¬ 
tional  level  since  its  inception  it  has  been 
the  1956  Highway  Act.  Under  section  6 
the  States  can  even  borrow  from  the 
Federal  Government  some  of  the  State 
matching  funds  to  tide  them  over — and 
no  such  request  has  been  denied. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  the 
States,  not  only  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram,  but  under  the  accelerated  pro¬ 
gram  under  consideration  today  must 
accept  their  full  responsibility  and  get 
their  programs  fully  underway.  The 
States  further  have  the  authority  to 
place  this  construction  money  in  em¬ 
ployment  distressed  areas  if  they  so  de¬ 
sire — in  that  the  decision  as  to  where 
the  money  is  spent  is  strictly  within  the 
discretion  of  the  State  administrations. 
I  think  it  unfortunate  that  those  States 
complaining  the  loudest  about  distressed 
employment  areas  and  asking  for  further 
Federal  assistance  in  those  areas  are 
States  that  have  not  used  all  the  Fed¬ 
eral  money  available  under  the  present 
highway  act  and  have  not,  apparently, 
considered  this  program  as  a  means  of 
channeling  jobs  into  these  areas. 

I  trust  that  under  the  accellerated  pro¬ 
gram,  as  well  as  the  existing  one,  the 
States  will  go  ahead  and  use  the  tools 


available  and  help  themselves  to  the 
maximum  with  this  road  program. 

I  am  supporting  the  conference  report, 
although  I  think  the  manner  in  which 
it  arose  without  full  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  consideration  in  the  House,  is 
most  unfortunate  and  legislatively  poor 
practice. 

Some  of  the  reasons  why  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  the  bill  is  because  it  contains 
some  provisions  essential  to  our  highway 
program,  such  as  the  extension  of  the 
ABC  system  under  the  1956  act  and  in¬ 
creasing  funds  for  that  purpose  by  the 
annual  $25  million  contemplated  in  the 
1956  act;  further  because  the  acceler¬ 
ated  program  on  the  interstate  system 
of  $800  million  authorization  over  a  3- 
year  period  is  the  program  requested  by 
the  President  as  a  sound  antirecession 
measure  which  does  not  require  further 
appropriations  but  permits  States  to  call 
upon  the  trust  fund  for  more  money 
during  these  years  if  the  programs  with¬ 
in  the  States  are  far  enough  advanced 
to  permit  the  States  to  make  good  use 
of  additional  money. 

The  bill  does  provide  for  $400  million 
authorization  for  appropriation  for  the 
ABC  system  acceleration  during  fiscal 
1959  which  shall  be  repaid  by  the  States 
into  the  trust  fund  in  the  2 -year  period 
following  by  deducting  from  the  ABC 
allocations  to  the  States  during  those 
2  years  an  amount  equal  to  that  ac¬ 
celeration  amount  made  available  in  fis¬ 
cal  1959. 

There  is  an  additional  $115  million 
authorization  for  appropriation  for  fur¬ 
ther  loans  to  cover  the  State  shares  in 
matching  Federal  money  if  the  States 
have  difficulty  in  providing  adequate 
matching  funds. 

Thus  it  is  seen  that  although  there  is 
a  tremendous  immediiate  acceleration 
impact  on  the  road  program  of  about 
$1.5  billion  in  available  highway  funds, 
the  appropriation  impact  is  compara¬ 
tively  small. 

I  trust  the  passage  of  this  bill  will 
signal  full  speed  ahead  on  this,  the 
largest  public  works  program  in  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  world.  The  administra¬ 
tion’s  road  program  put  into  effect  in 
1956  by  Congress,  is  a  proven  national 
necessity  for  safety  and  commerce  as 
well  as  defense  and  its  acceleration  at 
this  time  further  fortifies  the  wisdom 
of  the  President  in  recommending  it 
some  2  years  before  Congress  took  ac¬ 
tion  on  it  as  an  important  element  in 
stabilizing  our  economy. 

Let  us  hope  the  States  accept  the  chal¬ 
lenge,  accept  their  full  responsibility 
and  make  full  use  of  the  program — 
particularly  at  this  time. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  might 
say  that  I  think  the  House  would  be  wise 
in  adopting  this  conference  report  to¬ 
day.  We  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  im¬ 
prove  on  the  legislation  that  is  here  bo- 
fore  us.  Some  of  it  is  new,  and  some  of 
it  is  old.  Certainly  the  old  legislation 
has  proved  tried  and  true;  the  new  legis¬ 
lation  comes  to  us  at  a  period  when  we 
are  asked  to  proceed  with  as  much  haste 
as  possible. 

If  we  send  this  bill  back  to  conference 
there  will  be  no  hearings  on  any  of  the 
subject  matter  that  is  in  the  bill;  it 


will  come  back  to  the  House  in  the  same 
manner  in  which  it  came  back  today. 
If  this  conference  report  is  sent  back  to 
the  committee  we  have  no  instructions 
from  the  House  on  any  section  that  they 
want  to  change.  We  have  had  limited 
debate  from  individual  Members  who 
expressed  their  own  opinions  on  it; 
hence  the  will  of  the  House  is  not  ex¬ 
pressed  on  any  subject  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  certainly  am 
sure  my  good  friend  from  Maryland  did 
not  mean  to  say  that  if  this  were  sent 
back  to  the  conference  committee  it 
would  be  under  no  instruction  and  would 
come  back  in  the  same  form  it  is  now. 

Mr.  FALLON.  No. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  have  10  mem¬ 
bers  on  the  conference  committee.  I  am 
sure  it  will  be  discussed. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  am  sorry  the  gentle¬ 
man  did  not  understand.  I  said  that 
if  this  bill  were  sent  back  to  conference 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
would  not  have  an  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  its  will  on  any  subject;  the  House 
would  not  have  a  chance  to  express  its 
will  on  any  subject,  or  vote  its  will  on 
any  subject. 

Certainly,  as  conferees  we  would  come 
back  to  the  House  and  bring  in  what 
the  conferees  thought  the  House  might 
want,  but  we  have  no  expression  from 
the  House  on  any  subject  in  this  bill, 
except  what  the  individual  members 
have  discussed. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  wTill 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Suppose  this  were 
sent  back  to  conference  and  we  held 
hearings,  it  would  certainly  be  the  right 
of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  to  call 
his  subcommittee  in  session  and  we  could 
invite  any  Member  who  wanted  to  come 
and  give  us  his  views.  Then  we  would 
know  where  the  House  stands  when  we 
went  back  to  conference  and  have  some 
knowledge  and  idea  of  what  the  House 
wanted. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Someone  said  this 
might  come  back  in  the  same  form. 
Let  us  take  that  statement  at  its  face 
value.  It  would  certainly  not  be  in  the 
same  form  because  if  we  recommit  the 
report  our  conferees  will  go  back  and 
say  nothing.  The  House  may  not  ac¬ 
cept  this  in  its  present  form  so  let  us 
send  it  back  and  have  it  reconsidered. 
Let  us  recommit  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  would  like  to  get  an 
expression  pf  the  House  as  to  what  the 
Members  might  like  to  change.  We  are 
back  in  the  House  but  we  have  no  in¬ 
structions  from  the  House.  We  do  have 
the  views  of  a  few  Members  who  have 
had  a  limited  time  to  speak. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  We  certainly  are 
not  going  to  hold  hearings  over  this 
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week.  If  the  gentleman  wants  to  hold 
Public  Works  Committee  hearings  for 
2  days  it  will  give  us  an  opportunity  to 
come  before  our  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  let  this  matter  be  taken  up, 
then  the  conferees  will  have  some  ideas 
about  the  matter. 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  still  not  an  ex¬ 
pression  of  the  House. 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Speaker,  just  as  I  have  consistently  sup¬ 
ported  the  highway  program,  both  in¬ 
terstate  and  primary,  I  am  for  an  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  highway  construction 
program  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  for  which  provision  is  made  in 
this  conference  report.  Nevertheless,  I 
intend  to  vote  for  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  this  conference  report,  if  such  a 
motion  is  offered.  I  have  consistently 
urged  upon  the  committee  and  this  body 
the  necessity  for  adequate  provision  for 
more  forest  highways.  In  1956,  when 
the  Highway  Act  of  that  year  was  under 
consideration,  I  attempted  to  increase 
the  authorization  for  forest  highways 
to  $45  million.  I  still  think  that  this 
amount  or  more  is  necessary  for  an 
adequate  program. 

Forest  highways  are  an  integral  part 
of  many  of  our  most  important  Federal 
routes,  and  are  quite  frequently  the  most 
scenic.  Adequate  highway  integration 
depends  on  good  connecting  links 
through  the  national  forests.  In  pro¬ 
viding  this,  even  with  our  expanded 
highway  program,  we  have  been  going 
backward  instead  of  forward.  Our  fail¬ 
ure  to  make  adequate  provision  affects 
highway  users  throughout  the  country. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  an  additional 
forest  highway  authorization  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1959.  The  conference  report  reduces 
this  to  $5  million.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  further  provided  an  authorization 
of  $36  million  for  the  years  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961.  The  con¬ 
ference  report  reduces  this  to  $33  mil¬ 
lion  for  each  year.  In  my  opinion,  the 
funds  provided  by  the  conference  do  not 
represent  a  fair  and  proper  increase  in 
this  category,  even  when  considered  in 
relation  to  the  increases  otherwise  made. 
When  one  considers  the  inadequacy  of 
present .  levels  of  forest  highway  con¬ 
struction,  this  is  even  more  serious.  To 
make  our  highway  system  adequate,  we 
must  correct  this  situation.  I  think  it  is 
obvious  that  in  the  rush  of  considering 
this  bill  with  so  many  Senate  changes, 
full  consideration  was  not  given  to  this 
most  important  item.  The  fact  that  the 
increases  were  cut  in  half  would  sug¬ 
gest  that  this  was  a  hurried  compro¬ 
mise.  From  talking  with  some  members 
of  the  committee,  I  am  convinced  that 
if  this  bill  is  returned  to  conference  for 
further  consideration,  then  the  merits  of 
the  situation  can  be  presented,  with  a 
good  chance  of  providing  the  additional 
$10  million  for  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1959,  and  the  authorization  of  $36  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  years  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961.  I  am  sure  that  other 
items  in  the  bill  with  which  I  am  not 
so  familiar,  but  which  has  been  men¬ 


tioned  here  on  the  floor,  can  also  be 
improved. 

I  will  continue  to  support  the  highway 
program  and  its  acceleration,  but  I 
think  that  the  best  interests  of  a  sound 
highway  program  would  be  served 
through  further  consideration  by  the 
conference.  I  therefore  intend  to  vote 
for  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  BURNS  of  Hawaii.  H.  R.  9821, 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  as 
adopted  by  the  Senate,  disagreed  to  by 
the  House  and  now  recommend  to  the 
House  for  adoption  by  the  conferees,  con¬ 
tinues  in  effect  a  distinct  inequity  to  Ha¬ 
waii. 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956, 
Public  Law  627,  84th  Congress,  appro¬ 
priated  greatly  increased  funds  for  the 
Interstate  Highway  System.  Since  Ha¬ 
waii  did  not  have  roads  which  were  a 
part  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System, 
she  received  no  funds  from  the  moneys 
apportioned  thereto,  nor  was  Hawaii 
granted  any  other  consideration  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  this  lack  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  On  the  other  hand,  Alaska — in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem  for  the  first  time — was  given  a  90-10 
ratio  of  participation. 

The  provisions  of  title  II  of  Public  Law 
627,  84th  Congress,  do  apply  to  Hawaii. 
By  virtue  of  the  revenue  provisions  of 
this  title,  Hawaii  is  paying  increased 
automotive  user  taxes  in  excess  of  $2 
million.  This  goes  to  build  roads  on  the 
mainland  when  Hawaii’s  Americans  are 
in  desperate  need  of  roads. 

In  order  to  remove  this  inequity,  H.  R. 
8922,  a  bill  to  provide  that  Hawaii  would 
be  granted  the  minimum  set  forth  in  sec¬ 
tion  108  (c) ,  Public  Law  627,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  was  introduced.  Said  section  108 
(c)  contains  the  following : 

That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  1  percent  of  the  money  so  ap¬ 
portioned;  and  one-half  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  for  the  apportionment  of 
funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  system. 

The  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  at  my  request,  conducted  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  matters  coming  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  that  committee  on  the 
ground  in  Hawaii,  On  highways  and 
highway  conditions,  the  committee  re¬ 
port  contains  the  following : 

Highway  conditions  on  the  islands  of 
Oahu,  Hawaii,  Maui,  Molokai,  and  Kauai, 
were  observed  by  the  committee  members. 
*  *  *  None  of  the  islands  has  an  adequate 
mileage  of  improved  highways  for  current 
demands  of  commercial,  military,  and  tourist 
traveling. 

As  regards  the  island  of  Hawaii — area 
more  than  4,030  square  miles — the  report 
points  out: 

Much  of  the  mileage  is  substandard  and 
in  some  instances  the  roadway  is  only  wide 
enough  for  one-way  travel.  *  *  *  Similar 
highway  deficiencies  were  noted  on  the 
islands  of  Maui,  Molokai,  and  Kauai. 

The  inspection  committee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  in  its  summary, 
reports  that  the  members  are  in  general 
agreement  on  “participation  by  Hawaii 
to  a  greater  extent  in  highway  funds  to 
bring  the  islands’  road  system  to  meet 
current  and  prospective  needs.” 

I  am  positive  that  the  Members  of  the 
Congress  want  to  be  fair.  We  of  Hawaii 


ask  for  no  more  than  justice  and  equity. 
We  realize  that  many  times  our  taxes 
must  contribute  to  projects  benefiting 
the  mainland.  When,  however,  our  au¬ 
tomotive  user  taxes,  estimated  in  1955 
as  $7,275,000,  are  increased  to  something 
like  $10  by  the  provisions  of  title  n  of 
Public  Law  627  and  we  receive  the  same 
apportionment  as  that  prevailing  prior 
to  passage  of  Public  Law  627,  we  are  con¬ 
vinced  we  are  not  being  treated  fairly. 
We  were  not  being  treated  fairly  priorly 
since  no  adjustment  was  made  for  our 
lack  of  interstate  highways.  Our  des¬ 
perate  need  for  adequate  highways  for 
our  economic  and  social  development 
heightens  our  sense  of  injury. 

I  hope  that  before  this  Congress  ad¬ 
journs  legislation  will  be  passed  by  the 
Congress  correcting  the  manifest  in¬ 
justice  done  Hawaii.  The  expressions  of 
concern  on  the  part  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  this  House  and  of  the 
other  body  are  deeply  appreciated  and 
welcomed.  I  am  sure  this  concern  will 
be  translated  into  relief  for  Hawaii. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
legislation,  H.  R.  9821,  with  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report,  is  substantially 
the  same  as  the  measure,  H.  R.  11418, 
which  I  introduced  and  in  support  of 
which  I  submitted  testimony  before  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  recently. 

The  fundamental  purpose  of  this  bill 
is,  as  you  know,  to  provide  authorization 
for  the  immediate  acceleration  of  the 
rate  of  highway  construction  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  and  secondary  road 
systems  that  is  already  in  progress. 
There  is  certainly  no  dispute  about  the 
long-range  economic  or  security  value  of 
this  program. 

It  is,  admittedly,  an  emergency  anti¬ 
recession  measure.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  much  doubt  in  this  body  about  the 
current  existence  of  an  economic  reces¬ 
sion,  readjustment,  transition,  “slight  de¬ 
pression,”  or  whatever  other  name  you 
please  to  attach  to  describe  the  alarming 
fact  that  millions  of  Americans  are  out 
of  work.  In  my  State  and  area  we  are 
unfortunately  too  familiar  with  this  re¬ 
cession  which  is  visiting  severe  economic 
hardships  upon  thousands  of  families 
whose  working  heads  have  long  ex¬ 
hausted  their  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  allowances,  meager  as  they  are  and 
brief  as  they  last. 

It  may  be  there  are  a  few  provisions  in 
the  bill  and  report  that  we  cannot  all 
agree  upon.  The  fundamental  fact  is 
that  by  passage  and  initiation  of  the  bill 
into  action  it  is  authoritatively  estimated 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  creative  work 
opportunities  will  be  promptly  developed 
for  American  taxpayers  now  unem¬ 
ployed.  The  economic  emergency  is  here 
whether  we  like  it  or  not;  millions  of 
workers  are  without  weekly  pay  en¬ 
velopes  now;  this  is  a  sound  economic 
recovery  assistance  step;  we  have  a 
moral  responsibility  and  a  high  legisla¬ 
tive  duty  to  our  own  people  in  this  catas¬ 
trophe.  I  most  earnestly  hope  this 
House  will  promptly  act  without  ex¬ 
tended  delay  to  grant  the  help  this  bill 
will  give  to  so  many  of  our  citizens  who 
are  desperately  in  need  now. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
protest  the  manner  in  which  this  legis- 
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lation  has  been  considered  by  the  House 
of  Representatives.  We  realize  that  this 
bill  may  be  the  only  chance  we  will  have 
to  consider*  highway  legislation  in  this 
2d  session  of  the  85th  Congress.  This 
bill  has  been  written  on  the  other  side 
of 'the  Capitol  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  has  not  been  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  revise  or  implement  the 
Senate  amendments.  Only  the  conferees 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments. 

I  have  been  requested  by  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Wisconsin,  the  Wisconsin  High- 
’  way  Commission,  Wisconsin  County 
Boards  Association,  and  the  Wisconsin 
Roadbuilders  Association  to  present 
their  views  and  recommendations  on 
amendments  to  our  Federal  highway 
program. 

This  bill  as  originally  passed  by  the 
House  was  a  simple  extension  bill.  Every 
Member  of  the  House  understood  that 
later  in  this  session  amendments  to  our 
Federal  Road  Act  would  be  considered. 
Now  we  are  faced  with  a  parliamentary 
situation  where  the  other  body  has  con¬ 
sidered  and  acted  upon  amendments  to 
the  Federal  Road  Act  as  amendments 
to  the  House  extension  bill.  The  entire 
Federal  Road  Act  has  been  rewritten 
without  giving  consideration  to  amend¬ 
ments  by  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  We  are  required  under  the 
rules  of  the  House  to  consider  this  bill 
this  morning  in  the  form  of  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  without  amendment  in  a 
period  of  60  minutes.  As  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  we  are  not 
given  an  opportunity  to  present  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  amendments  sug¬ 
gested  by  our  State  and  the  people  we 
represent.  This  is  important  legislation 
and  should  not  be  treated  in  this  man¬ 
ner.  I  shall  vote  against  this  conference 
report  as  a  protest  against  this  proce¬ 
dure. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  read  into 
the  Record  several  of  the  many  letters 
I  have  received  on  this  legislation.  You 
will  note  that  several  suggested  amend¬ 
ments  have  been  recommended  by  vari¬ 
ous  groups  in  Wisconsin.  It  is  regret¬ 
table  that  the  House  will  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  consider  these  amend¬ 
ments.  _ 

State  of  Wisconsin, 
Madison,  March  27,  1958. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mel:  Govenor  Thomson  has  asked 
me  to  send  you  a  copy  of  a  letter  sent  by 
the  State  Highway  Department  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administrator. 

The  letter  is  self-explanatory  and  the 
Governor  hopes  you  will  be  able  to  take 
some  action  in  giving  support  to  this  re¬ 
quest.  He  feels  very  strongly  that  Wiscon¬ 
sin  does  not  have  a  fair  share  of  the  “I” 
system  within  its  borders,  and  the  commer¬ 
cial  as  well  as  strategic  value  of  this  route 
justifies  every  possible  effort  in  obtaining  it. 

Please  advise  us  of  any  other  information 
we  may  be  able  to  provide,  or  any  further 
action  by  the  Governor  you  may  feel  will  be 
helpful. 

Thanking  you  in  advance  for  your  assist¬ 
ance. 

Sincerely, 

Philip  M.  Sellinger, 

Executive  Secretary. 


The  State  of  Wisconsin, 

Highway  Commission, 
Madison,  March  25,  1958. 
Mr.  B.  D.  Tallamy, 

Federal  Highway  Administrator,  United 
States  Bureau  of  Puhlig  Roads,  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Building,  Washington, 

D.  C. 

(Through  Mr.  R.  H.  Paddock,  district  engi¬ 
neer  in  Wisconsin.) 

Dear  Mr.  Tallamy:  The  State  Highway 
Commission  of  Wisconsin,  believing  that  cer¬ 
tain  mileage  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  Defense  Highways  authorized  to 
be  designated  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Acts  of  1944  and  1956  remains  to  be  desig¬ 
nated  (and  believing  that  a  less  than  equi¬ 
table  mileage  of  interstate  highway  routes 
was  designated  in  the  State  of  Wisconsin), 
herewith  requests  that  the  United  States 
Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  designate  and  authorize  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  Interstate  System  route  extend¬ 
ing  from  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  to  Marinette,  Wis., 
and  Menominee,  Mich.,  a  distance  of  approxi¬ 
mately  180  miles,  and  presents  herewith 
factual  data  in  support  of  such  request. 

Such  a  route,  with  its  connection  in  Michi¬ 
gan,  was  a  part  of  the  strategic  network  of 
principal  traffic  routes  of  military  importance 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  War. 

Such  a  route  was  included  in  the  studies 
of  the  National  Interregional  Highway  Com¬ 
mittee  which  led  to  the  creation  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  Highways  by  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  Such  route 
was  included  in  the  78,800-mile  system 
studied  and  the  48,300-mile  system,  but  was 
dropped  out  of  subsequent  lower  mileage 
systems  as  studied  by  the  committee.  In  the 
Interstate  System  as  later  approved,  such 
route  was  omitted. 

The  facts  are  these: 

1.  The  locks  at  Sault  Ste.  Marie  are  one  of 
the  most  vital  defense  areas.  Chicago  is 
another.  There  is  no  Interstate  System 
direct  route  between  them.  In  the  spirit  of 
the  Congress  which  added  the  words  "and 
Defense”  to  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  Defense  Highways.  Wisconsin  re¬ 
quests  that  such  route  be  added. 

2.  The  Great  Lakes,  as  the  St.  Lawrence 
seaway  project  is  completed,  will  be  opened 
to  ocean  shipping.  The  Lake  States  will  be¬ 
come  inland  ports.  In  the  interest  of  closer 
integration  between  sea  transportation  and 
highway  transportation,  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  will  need  a  route  serving  the  areas  in 
proximity  to  the  ports  on  the  west  shore  of 
Lake  Michigan. 

3.  The  Fox  River  Valley  in  Wisconsin  is  the 
site  of  many  essential  industries.  Its  manu¬ 
factures  are  growing  rapidly  and  its  popula¬ 
tion  increases  are  impressive.  An  interstate 
system  route  northerly  from  Milwaukee 
would  bring  these  vital  industries  several 
hours  closer  to  Chicago  and  to  Sault  Ste. 
Marie. 

4.  The  planned  growth  and  further  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  vast  area  in  Wisconsin  and 
Michigan  north  of  Milwaukee  and  east  of  the 
Twin  Cities  of  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul  is 
evidenced  by  the  planning,  construction,  and 
opening  of  the  Mackinac  Bridge.  An  inter¬ 
state  system  route  such  as  Wisconsin  now 
requests  would  correlate  advantageously  with 
the  planning  for  this  entire  area. 

5.  Northern  Wisconsin  and  upper  Michi¬ 
gan  are  superb  vacationlands.  An  inter¬ 
state  system  routing  such  as  Wisconsin  sug¬ 
gests  would  bring  these  areas  half  a  day 
nearer  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

6.  Such  an  interstate  system  route  as  Wis¬ 
consin  requests  north  of  Milwaukee  is  al¬ 
ready  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System  south 
of  Milwaukee  to  Chicago.  It  is  such  an  im¬ 
portant  segment  of  the  Interstate  System 
that  Illinois  is  building  its  section  as  a  toll 
road  in  order  to  get  it  done  even  faster  than 
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Interstate  System  financing  would  permit  it 
to  be  built  as  a  freeway.  The  Wisconsin 
section  is  of  equal  urgency  and  the  State  is 
concentrating  a  big  share  of  its  Interstate 
System  money  on  early  construction.  The 
entire  route  south  of  Milwaukee  County  will 
be  under  contract  this  calendar  year.  The 
route  north  of  Milwaukee  is  of  such  similar 
importance  that  the  State,  with  primary 
Federal  aid,  is  in  the  process  of  providing 
dual  roadways,  planned  access,  and  inter¬ 
changes  for  114  miles. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts  which  show  a 
development  beyond  all  expectations  or  con¬ 
siderations  given  at  the  time  the  master 
plan  for  the  Interstate  System  was  first  pro¬ 
posed  nearly  two  decades  ago,  Wisconsin  re¬ 
spectfully  requests  an  additional  route  for 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  De¬ 
fense  Highways  between  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  and 
Menominee,  Mich. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harold  L.  Plummer, 

Chairman. 

Wisconsin  County 
Boards  Association, 
Madison,  Wis.,  January  17,  1958. 
The  Honorable  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Congressman,  Seventh  District,  Wis¬ 
consin,  House  Office  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Laird:  Enclosed  here¬ 
with  you  will  find  a  copy  of  a  resolution  on 
the  above  subject  that  was  passed  at  the 
annual  convention  of  our  association  held 
at  Superior,  Wis.,  on  October  9,  1957. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  undoubtedly 
several  bills  will  be  introduced  into  this 
session  of  Congress  proposing  to  increase 
mileages  in  various  States  to  the  present 
system  of  interstate  highways.  We  feel  that 
Wisconsin  has  a  very  limited  amount  of 
mileage  in  this  Interstate  System  as  it  now 
stands,  and  in  view  of  the  conditions  as  set 
forth  in  the  resolution  believe  that  our  State 
is  entitled  to  primary  consideration  in  the 
event  that  any  additional  mileage  is  to  be 
added  to  the  system. 

We  fully  realize  that  Congress  is  faced 
with  Increasing  costs  on  the  present  limited 
Interstate  System,  but  we  also  well  realize 
that  in  the  1957  session  of  Congress  there 
was  additional  allocation  of  mileage  made  to 
various  States  and  that  Wisconsin  did  not 
secure  any  consideration  at  that  time  for 
additional  mileage. 

Our  association  earnestly  solicits  your  co¬ 
operation  in  carrying  out  the  intent  of  the 
attached  resolution  to  the  end  that  if  any 
legislation  is  enacted  in  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress  increasing  mileage  on  the  Interstate 
System,  that  our  State  is  given  primary  con¬ 
sideration  due  to  the  factors  outlined  in  the 
attached  resolution. 

We  will  appreciate  being  kept  informed 
by  your  office  on  the  possibility  of  any  moves 
being  made  in  this  session  of  Congress  to 
increase  mileage  on  the  Interstate  System  so 
that  we  may  also  solicit  the  support  of  other 
organizations  in  our  State  to  help  you  se¬ 
cure  adequate  allocations  for  Wisconsin. 
Very  truly  yours, 

A.  J.  Thelen, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Resolution  Relating  To  Adding  Mileage  in 

WlSCONSIN'TO  THE  NATIONAL  SYSTEM  OF  IN¬ 
TERSTATE  and  Defense  Highways 

Whereas  an  important  and  vital  segment 
of  Wisconsin’s  economy  is  not  now  served 
by  the  existing  routes  of  the  National  Sys¬ 
tem  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  in¬ 
cluding  the  industrial,  agricultural,  forest 
product,  mining  and  resort  areas  lying  along 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  State  north  of 
Milwaukee  and  in  general  the  entire  north¬ 
ern  area  of  the  State;  and 
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Whereas  the  great  potential  developments 
arising  from  the  completion  of  the  Mackinac 
Bridge  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Waterway  will 
create  an  urgent  need  for  modern  highway 
facilities  in  the  area;  and 

Whereas,  the  existing  system  in  our  State 
includes  a  termini  from  Minneapolis  and 
St.  Paul,  Minn.,  at  Superior,  Wis.,  but  pro¬ 
vides  no  connection  between  such  termini 
and  the  Mackinac  Bridge;  and 

Whereas  such  a  connection  would  provide 
a  modern  link  from  the  Northwest,  including 
the  great  ore  areas  and  the  industrial  areas 
of  the  Great  Lakes;  and 

Whereas  present  facilities  serving  the  area 
carry  substantial  volumes  of  Canadian  traffic; 
and 

Whereas  such  a  route  would  well  serve 
the  defense  needs  of  the  Nation  and  our 
neighbor  to  the  north:  Therefore  be  it 
Resolved  by  the  Wisconsin  County  Boards 
Association  in  its  1957  convention  duly  as¬ 
sembled  at  Superior,  Wis.,  on  October  9, 
1597: 

X.  That  the  United  States  Congress  be  pe¬ 
titioned  to  include  in  the  mileage  compris¬ 
ing  the  National  System  of  Interstate  De¬ 
fense  Highways  a  north-south  route  con¬ 
necting  the  control  points  of  Milwaukee, 
Wis.,  and  Iron  Mountain,  Mich.,  and  an  east- 
west  rotue  connecting  the  control  points 
of  Iron  Mountain,  Mich.,  and  Superior,  Wis. 

2.  That  the  cooperation  of  the  Director  of 
Highways  of  the  State  of  Michigan  be  en¬ 
listed  to  the  end  that  an  east-west  route 
from  the  Mackinac  Bridge  to  Superior;  Wis., 
be  included  in  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  Defense  Highways. 

3.  That  duly  attested  copies  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  be  sent  to  the  Wisconsin  Members 
of  the  United  States  Congress,  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  Michigan  and  Wisconsin,  to  the 
Michigan  State  Highway  Department  and 
the  Wisconsin  State  Highway  Commission. 


Wisconsin  County 
Board  Association, 
Madison,  Wis.,  January  20,  1958. 
The  Honorable  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

Congressman,  Seventh  District,  Wis¬ 
consin,  House  Office  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Laird:  Enclosed  here¬ 
with  find  a  resolution  relating  to  the  above 
subject  that  has  been  duly  endorsed  by  our 
County  Highway  Department  Associations 
and  by  the  Wisconsin  County  Boards  Asso- 
•ciation  during  the  past  year. 

We  feel  definitely  that  a  relaxing  of  the 
present  stringent  requirements  as  far  as  our 
State  is  concerned  would  definitely  be  in  the 
public  interest  because  we  are  already  fully 
equipped  to  do  such  work  because  of  the 
unique  method  in  Wisconsin  whereby  coun¬ 
ty  government  also  maintains  all  of  the 
State  trunk  highways  as  well  as  the  county 
roads,  and  in  many  instances  other  local 
roads  and  streets. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  a  codification  bill  will  be 
introduced  following  a  study  by  certain 
committees  of  Congress.  The  purpose  of  this 
proposed  codification  bill  would  be  to  clear 
up  any  loose  ends  and  conflicting  interpre¬ 
tations  and  opinions  as  to  the  intent  of 
Congress  in  its  various  enactments  of  high¬ 
way  legislation  during  the  past  sessions  of 
Congress. 

Will  it  be  possible  to  have  included  in 
this  codification  bill  the  essence  of  the  reso¬ 
lution  attached  ^relating  to  force  account 
work  with  Federal  funds? 

Our  association  will  greatly  appreciate 
hearing  from  you  on  a  possibility  of  such 
an  enactment  during  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Very  truly  yours, 

A.  J.  Thelen, 
Executive  Secretary. 


Resolution  Relating  to  Removal  of  Limita¬ 
tions  Concerning  the  Use  of  Force 
Account  Work  Under  F.  A.  S.  Fund  Regu¬ 
lations 

(Adopted  jointly  at  the  annual  1957  con¬ 
vention  of  the  Wisconsin  County  Boards 
Association  and  the  Wisconsin  County  High¬ 
way  Commissioners  and  Committee  Members 
Associations.) 

Whereas  Federal  aid  secondary  funds  un-  ' 
der  the  1956  act  increased  approximately  20 
percent  over  the  funds  available  under  the 
1954  Federal-Aid  Law,  and 

Whereas  in  Wisconsin  the  entire  F.  A.  S. 
allotment  is  made  available  to  counties 
through  action  of  the  State  highway  com¬ 
mission  with  the  requirement  however,  of 
county  matching  of  Federal  funds,  and 
Whereas  in  Wisconsin  counties  own  and 
operate  highway  equipment  probably  to  a 
greater  extent  than  do  counties  in  most 
other  States  because  of  the  joint  county- 
state  arrangement  whereby  counties  main¬ 
tain  the  entire  State,  trunk  system  as  well  as 
their  own  county  trunk  system,  with  the 
State  not  owning  or  operating  any  equip¬ 
ment;  and 

Whereas  presently  through  Federal  regula¬ 
tions  on  the  amount  of  force-account  work 
provides  that  “force-account  work  in  any 
1  fiscal  year  shall  not  show  a  substantial 
increase  over  the  total  force-account  work 
done  in  the  previous  fiscal  year”;  and 

Whereas  the  continuance  of  the  regulation 
particularly  in  view  of  the  20-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  available  funds  is  not  in  the  public 
interest  in  our  State  because  counties  are 
already  adequately  organized  and  equipped 
to  perform  a  greater  amount  of  work  with 
their  own  forces  and  equipment  than  is  ‘per¬ 
mitted  under  the  restrictive  regulations  now 
in  effect;  and 

Whereas  a  broadening  of  the  authority  for 
counties  in  Wisconsin  to  do  more  work  by 
force  account  will  enable  counties  to  more 
adequately  plan  for  the  year  around  use  of 
their  manpower  and  equipment  normally  re¬ 
quired  for  the  regular  maintenance  and 
traffic  service  work  including  snow  and  ice 
removal ;  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Wisconsin  County 
Boards  Association  take  whatever  steps  are 
necessary  at  Washington,  D.  C.,  in  an  effort  to 
secure  a  greater  latitude  for  the  counties  of 
Wisconsin  to  do  a  greater  percentage  of  work 
with  their  own  forces  and  equipment. 

American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  January  8,  1958. 
Members  of  the  85th  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen:  The  State  Highway  Officials, 
meeting  in  Chicago,  Ill.,  November  18-22, 
1957,  in  annual  convention  discussed  the 
progress  of  the  enlarged  highway  program 
as  well  as  proposed,  anticipated,  and  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  legislation,  and  took  formal  ac¬ 
tion  as  per  the  attached  resolutions  and 
policy  statement. 

The  Congress,  in  its  wisdom  in  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  expanded  and  accelerated  road  pro¬ 
gram,  continued  the  historic  Federal-State 
relationship  for  building  the  Nation’s  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways,  wherein  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  are  the  basic  operating 
units  to  initiate,  plan,  design,  construct, 
and  maintain  the  roads,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  administers  the  program  to 
protect  the  Federal  interest. 

The  enclosed  actions  represent  the  opin¬ 
ions  of  the  men  who  are  in  responsible 
charge  of  the  State  highway  departments 
and  who  are  doing  the  job  that  you  as¬ 
signed  to  them. 

We  will  appreciate  your  consideration  and 
support  of  the  views  and  actions  as  out¬ 
lined  in  these  resolutions  and  policy  state¬ 
ment  in  acting  on  any  proposed  Federal 


road  legislation  that  may  come  before  you. 

We  appreciate  your  confidence  in  the 
State  highway  officials  of  this  Nation  and 
we  assure  you  we  will  complete  the  job  you 
have  given  us  on  schedule  and  in  a  most 
commendable  manner.  / 

Yours  very  truly, 

Claude  R.  McMillan, 

President. 


Resolution  No.  4  of  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials 
Whereas  at  all  times  from  the  date  of  the 
original  congressional  enactment  requiring 
the  placing  of  internal  revenue  stamps  upon 
conveyances  of  real  property  until  May  1, 
1950,  conveyances  to  the  various  States  for 
highway  purposes  were  completely  exempt- 
from  said  tax  and  the  United  States  Bureau 
of  Internal  Revenue  by  formal  ruling  had 
so  declared;  and 

Whereas  by  Internal  Revenue  Bulletin  No. 
9,  dated  May  1,  1950,  this  long-standing 
ruling  was  reversed  by  the  United  States 
Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue,  on  the  theory 
that  while  such  tax  could  not  be  imposed 
upon  a  State,  it  could  nevertheless  be  im¬ 
posed  upon  the  other  party  to  the  transac¬ 
tion,  and  that,  therefore,  all  such  convey¬ 
ances  must  bear  the  internal  revenue 
stamps;  and 

Whereas  this  association  has  previously 
adopted  resolutions  urging  that  legislation 
be  enacted  to  clearly  exempt  highway  right- 
of-way  transactions  from  the  internal  reve¬ 
nue  stamp  tax;  and 

Whereas  bills  to  accomplish  this  purpose 
were  introduced  in  the  Congress  in  1957  and 
are  still  pending;  and 

Whereas,  in  view  of  the  greatly  expanded 
program  which  is  now  under  way  pursuant 
to  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  taking  all  possible  steps  to  facili¬ 
tate  right-of-way  acquisition  makes  enact¬ 
ment  of  such  legislation  of  even  greater 
importance:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials,  in  annual  con¬ 
vention  assembled  at  Chicago,  Ill.,  November 
18-22,  1957,  instruct  its  president  and  exec¬ 
utive  committee  to  actively  seek  enactment 
of  legislation  to  provide  that  right-of-way 
transactions  for  highway  purposes  shall  be 
exempt  from  the  internal  revenue  stamp 
tax;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  such  legislation  exempt 
from  such  tax  all  transactions  between  May 
1,  1950,  and  the  enactment  of  such  legis¬ 
lation. 

A.  E.  Johnson, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Resolution  No.  5  of  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials 
Whereas  this  association  in  the  past  has 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  Congress  and 
of  the  various  executive  departments  of  the 
Federal  Government  the  need  for  legislation 
to  permit  the  acquisition  of  adequate  rights- 
of-way  for  highway  purposes  over  and  across 
Federal  lands,  and 

Whereas  the  difficulties  of  obtaining  such 
rights-of-way  still  exist  and  in  some  in¬ 
stances  may  prevent  the  development  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways  authorized  by  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956;  and 

Whereas  this  association  has  previously 
endorsed' in  principle  proposed  Federal  leg¬ 
islation  which  was  prepared  by  a  special 
committee  of  the  Western  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials,  copies  of  which  leg¬ 
islation  were  sent  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  various  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies,  and 

Whereas  by  reason  of  the  increased  high¬ 
way  programs  pursuant  to  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  such  legislation  is  even 
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more  necessary  than  before;  Now,  therefore, 
be  It 

Resolved,  That  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials,  in  Annual  Con¬ 
vention  assembled  in  Chicago,  Ill.,  No¬ 
vember  18-22,  1957,  reaffirms  its  endorse¬ 
ment  in  principle  of  the  draft  of  such  leg¬ 
islation;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  president  and  execu¬ 
tive  committee  of  this  association  take  all 
proper  steps  to  insure  the  introduction  in 
and  consideration  by  the  forthcoming  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress  of  such  legislation. 

A.  E.  Johnson, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Wisconsin  Road  Builders  Association, 

Madison,  Wis.,  March  12,  1958. 
Hon.  Melvin  R.  Laird, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Laird:  We  are  attach¬ 
ing  a  copy  of  a  resolution  unanimously 
adopted  by  this  association  which  repre¬ 
sents  184  highway  contractor  companies 
employing  over  8,000  men. 

We  respectfully  request  that  this  resolu¬ 
tion  be  given  your  careful  consideration. 

Very  truly  yours, 

E.  E.  Hoebel, 
Executive  Secretary. 


Resolution  op  Wisconsin  Road  Builders 
Association 

Whereas  the  economic  development  of  the 
Nation  fend  the  high  standard  of  living  en¬ 
joyed  by  its  citizens  may  be  largely  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  process  of  private  enterprise; 
and 

Whereas  it  has  been  conclusively  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  open  competitive  bidding 
system  guarantees  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways  at  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  the  tax¬ 
payer,  with  the  highest  quality  of  construc¬ 
tion,  and  in  the  least  possible  time;  and 
Whereas  the  contract  system  provides  for 
maximum  employment,  directly  and  indi¬ 
rectly,  since  over  90  percent  of  every  dollar 
expended  on  construction  work  goes  to  labor 
as  payrolls,  assuring  widespread  benefits  to 
labor,  business,  and  industry;  and 

Whereas  open  competitive  bidding  as  the 
basis  for  constructing  highways  and  other 
public  works  is  in  the  public  interest;  and 
Whereas  the  open  competitive  bidding 
system  not  only  encourages  private  business 
initiative,  but  also  that  of  workers;  and 
Whereas  the  contractors  will  be  operating 
at  less  than  50  percent  of  capacity  in  Wis¬ 
consin  during  1958  with  a  consequent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  its  labor  forces:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Wisconsin  Road  Builders  Association  at 
its  meeting  on  March  11,  1958,  does  hereby 
go  on  record  reaffirming  its  previously  stated 
position  in  full  support  of  the  open  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  method  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  and  does  call  upon  all  other  inter¬ 
ested  parties  and  agencies  to  take  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  method  in  the  interest  of 
economy,  efficiency,  and  support  of  Ameri¬ 
can  traditions  and  principles;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  all  members  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  congressional  delegation  and  the 
chairman  of  the  appropriate  congressional 
committee  be  petitioned  to  provide  for  the 
continuation  of  the  full  utilization  of  the 
open  competitive  bidding  method  on  all 
highway  legislation  to  be  acted  upon  by  this 
session  of  the  Congress;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  the  United  States  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  and  the  State  Highway 
Commission  of  Wisconsin  be  petitioned  to 
continue  their  original  policy  in  regard  to 
the  open  competitive  bidding  system  of  the 
urban,  secondary,  and  regular  Federal-aid 
system. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 


The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  McGREGOR  moves  to  recommit 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8921)  to  the  committee  of  conference. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor). 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  109,  nays  222,  not  voting  98, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  39] 

YEAS— 109 


Abernethy 

Gwinn 

Poage 

Albert 

Haley 

Pofi 

Alexander 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Ray 

Alger 

Harvey 

Reed 

Allen,  Ill. 

Hebert 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Andrews 

Henderson 

Rivers 

Arends 

Hiestand 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ayres 

Ikard 

Rutherford 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Jackson 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Beamer 

Jarman 

Selden 

Beckworth 

Jenkins 

Sheehan 

Belcher 

Jennings 

Sheppard 

Berry 

Jensen 

Shuford 

Bonner 

Johansen 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Brooks,  La. 

Jonas 

Simpson,  Pa- 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Kilday 

Smith,  Va. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Kilgore 

Stauffer 

Brownson 

King 

Steed 

Budge 

Kitchin 

Teague,  Tex. 

Burleson 

Krueger 

Thomas 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Laird 

Thompson,  La. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Lane 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Chiperfield 

McCulloch 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Cooley 

McGregor 

Thomberry 

Curtis.  Mass. 

Macdonald 

Tuck 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Mack,  Ill. 

Van  Pelt 

Derounian 

Mahon 

Vorys 

Dixon 

Michel 

Vursell 

Dowdy 

Morris 

Williams,  Miss. 

Elliott 

Morrison 

Willis 

Fisher 

Murray 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Flynt 

Neal 

Winstead 

Fountain 

Nicholson 

Wright 

Gary 

Glenn 

Gross 

O’Hara,  Minn, 
O’Neill 

Philbin 

NAYS — 222 

Young 

Addonizio 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Devereux 

Andersen, 

Canfield 

Dingell 

H.  Carl 

Cannon 

Donohue 

Anderson, 

Carrigg 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Mont. 

Cederberg 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Ashley 

Chamberlain 

Doyle 

Ashmore 

Chelf 

Dwyer 

Aspinall 

Chenoweth 

Eberhartei* 

Auchincloss 

Christopher 

Edmondson 

Avery 

Church 

Engle 

Bailey 

Clark 

Everett 

Baker 

Coad 

Fallon 

Baldwin 

Coffin 

Fascell 

Barrett 

Collier 

Feighan 

Bates 

Corbett 

Fenton 

Baumhart 

Cramer 

Flood 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Cretella 

Fogarty 

Bentley 

CUnningham, 

Forand 

Betts 

Iowa 

Ford 

Blatnik 

Cunningham, 

Frazier 

Blitch 

Nebr. 

Frelinghuysen 

Bosch 

Curtin 

Friedel 

Boyle 

Dague 

Fulton 

Bray 

Davis,  Tenn, 

Garmatz 

Broomfield 

Delaney 

Gathings 

Brown,  Ga. 

Dellay 

Gavin 

Bush 

Dennison 

George 

Byrd 

Denton 

Granahan 

Gray 

McVey 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Machrowicz 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Green,  Pa. 

Mack,  Wash. 

Rodino 

Gregory 

Madden 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Grffin 

Magnuson 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Griffiths 

Mallliard 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Hagen 

Marshall 

Roosevelt 

Hale 

Matthews 

Sadlak  < 

Harris 

May 

Santangelo 

Haskell 

Meader 

Saund 

Hays,  Ark. 

Merrow 

Saylor 

Hays,  Ohio 

Metcalf 

Schenck 

Hemphill 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Schwengel 

Herlong 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Scrivner 

Heselton 

Mills 

Seely-Brown 

Hill 

Minshall 

Shelley 

Hoffman 

Mitchell 

Sieminski 

Holland 

Montoya 

Sikes 

Holmes 

Moore 

Siler 

Holt 

Morano 

Sisk 

Holtzman 

Morgan 

Smith,  Kans. 

Hosmer 

Moss 

Smith,  Miss. 

Huddleston 

Moulder 

Spence 

Hull 

Multer 

Springer 

Hyde 

Natcher 

Talle 

Johnson 

Nimtz 

Teague,  Calif. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Norrell 

Tewes 

Judd 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Karsten 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Trimble 

Kearns 

O’Konski 

Udall 

Keating 

Osmers 

Ullman 

Kee 

Ostertag 

Vanik 

Keogh 

Patterson 

Van  Zandt 

Kluczynski 

Pelly 

Wainwright 

Knox 

Perkins 

Walter 

Knutson 

Pfost 

Watts 

Lafore 

Pillion 

Weaver 

Lankford 

Polk 

Westland 

Latham 

Porter 

Whitten 

Lesinski 

Price 

Widnall 

Libonati 

Prouty 

Wier 

Lipscomo 

Quie 

Withrow 

Loser 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Wolverton 

McCarthy 

Rees,  Kans. 

Yates 

McFall 

Reuss 

Younger 

McGovern 

McIntosh 

McMillan 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riehlman 

Roberts 

NOT  VOTING- 

Zablocki 

-98 

Abbitt 

Evins 

Mumma 

Adair 

Farbstein 

Norblad 

Allen,  Calif. 

Fino 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Anfuso 

Forrester 

Passman 

Barden 

Gordon 

Patman 

Baring 

Grant 

Pilcher 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Gubser 

Powell 

Becker 

Halleck 

Preston 

Bennett,  Mich.  Harden 

Rabaut 

Boggs 

Hardy 

Radwan 

Boland 

Harrison,  Va. 

Rains 

Bolling 

Healey 

Riley 

Bolton 

Hess 

Robeson,  Va. 

Bow 

Hillings 

Rooney 

Boykin 

Hoeven 

St.  George 

Breeding 

Holifield 

Scherer 

Broyhili 

Horan 

Scott,  Pa. 

Buckley 

James 

Scudder 

Burdick 

Kean 

Staggers 

Carnahan 

Kearney 

Sullivan 

Celler 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Taber 

Clevenger 

Kilburn 

Taylor 

Colmer 

Kirwan 

Teller 

Coudert 

Landrum  ' 

Tollefson 

Davis,  Ga. 

LeCompte 

Utt 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Lennon 

Vinson 

Dawson,  Utah 

McCormack 

Wharton 

Dent 

McDonough 

Whitener 

Dies 

Mclntire 

Wigglesworth 

Diggs 

Martin 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Dollinger 

Mason 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Dooley 

Durham 

Miller,  Calif. 
Miller,  Md. 

Zelenko 

So  the 

motion  to 

recommit  was 

rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 


pairs : 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Allen  of  California. 
Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Hardy  with  Mr.  Wigglesworth. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  Boykin  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Radwan. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Grant  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mrs.  Kelly  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Hillings. 
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Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Dawson 
of  Utah. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York  with  Mr. 
Clevenger. 

Mr.  Breeding  with  Mr.  Wharton. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Gordon  with  Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  Dawson  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Teller  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Bolling  of  Missouri  with  Mr.  Bennett 
of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Boggs  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Bass  of 
New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  McCormack  with  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Forrester  with  Mr.  Coudert. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Hess. 

Mr.  Lennon  with  Mr.  Kean. 

Mr.  Adair  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mrs.  Harden  with  Mr.  Landrum. 

Mr.  Halleck  with  Mr.  Vinson. 

Mr.  Mumma  with  Mr.  Celler. 

Mr.  James  with  Mr.  Buckley. 

Mr.  Becker  with  Mr.  Rooney. 

Mr.  Wilson  of  California  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Durham  with  Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia. 

Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Barden  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Riley. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mr.  Dollinger. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mrs.  Sullivan. 

Mr.  Dies  with  Mr.  Preston. 

Mr.  Robeson  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Holifield. 

Mr.  Burdick  with  Mr.  Healey. 

Mr.  MORRIS  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  KEARNS  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.”  v 

Mr.  COLLIER  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  BENTLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  LIPSCOMB  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  WITHROW  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  BASS  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were  yeas  300,  nays  28,  not  voting  101, 
as  follows ; 


[Roll  No.  40] 
YEAS— 300 


Abernethy 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Chelf 

Addonlzio 

Bentley 

Chenoweth 

Albert 

Berry 

Chiperfleld 

Alexander 

Betts 

Christopher 

Allen,  Ill.- 

Blatnik 

Church  * 

Andersen, 

Blitch 

Clark 

H.  Carl 

Bonner 

Coad 

Anderson, 

Bosch 

Coffin 

Mont. 

Boyle 

Collier 

Andrews 

Bray 

Cooley 

Arends 

Brooks,  La. 

Corbett 

Ashley 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Cramer 

Ashmore 

Broomfield 

Cretella 

Aspinall 

Brown,  Ga. 

Cunningham, 

Auchincloss 

Brown,  Mo. 

Iowa 

Avery 

Brown,  Ohio 

Cunningham, 

Bailey 

Brown  son 

Nebr. 

Baker 

Budge 

Curtin 

Baldwin 

Bush 

Dague 

Barrett 

Byrd 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Byrne,  HI. 

Delaney 

Bass.Tenn. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dellay 

Bates 

Canfield 

Dennison 

Baumhart 

Cannon 

Denton 

Beamer 

Carrigg 

Derounian 

Beckworth 

Cederberg 

Devereux 

Belcher 

Chamberlain 

Dingell 

Dixon 

Keating 

Reed 

Donohue 

Kee 

Rees,  Kans. 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Keogh 

Reuss 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Kilday 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Dowdy 

King 

Riehlman 

Doyle 

Kitchin 

Roberts 

Dwyer 

Kluczynskl 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Eberharter 

Knox 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Elliott 

Knutson 

Rodino 

Engle 

Krueger 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Everett 

Lafore 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Fallon 

Lane 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Fascell 

Lankford 

Roosevelt 

Feighan 

Latham 

Sadlak 

Fenton 

Lesinski 

Santangelo 

Flood 

Libonati 

Saund 

Flynt 

Lipscomb 

Saylor 

Fogarty 

Loser 

Schenck 

Forand 

McCarthy 

Schwengel 

Ford 

McCulloch 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Fountain 

McFall 

Scrivner 

Frazier 

McGovern 

Seely -Brown 

Frelinghuysen 

McIntosh 

Selden 

Friedel 

McMillan 

Sheehan 

Fulton 

McVey 

Shelley 

Garmatz 

Macdonald 

Sheppard 

Ga  things 

Machrowicz 

Shuford 

Gavin 

Mack,  Ill. 

Sieminski 

George 

Mack,  Wash. 

Sikes 

Granahan 

Madden 

Siler 

Gray 

Magnuson 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Mailliard 

Sisk 

Green,  Pa. 

Marshall 

Smith,  Calif. 

Griffin 

Matthews 

Smith,  Kans. 

Griffiths 

May 

Smith,  Miss. 

Gross 

Meader 

Spence 

Hagen 

Merrow 

Springer 

Hale 

Metcalf 

Stauffer 

Haley 

Michel 

Steed 

Harris 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Talle 

Harrison,  Nebr.  Miller,  N.  Y. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Harvey 

Mills 

Tewes 

Haskell 

Minshall 

Thompson,  La. 

Hays,  Ark. 

Mitchell 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Hays,  Ohio 

Montoya 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Hilbert 

Moore 

Thornberry 

Hemphill 

Morano 

Trimble 

Henderson 

Morgan 

Udall 

Herlong 

Morris 

Ullman 

Heselton 

Morrison 

Vanik 

Hiestand 

Moss 

Van  Pelt 

Hill 

Moulder 

Van  Zandt 

Hoffman 

Multer 

Vorys 

Holland 

Natcher 

Vursell 

Holmes 

Nicholson 

Wain  wright 

Holt 

Nimtz 

Walter 

Holtzman 

Norreil 

Watts 

Hosmer 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Weaver 

Huddleston 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Westland 

Hull 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Whitten 

Hyde 

O’Konski 

Widnall 

Ikard 

Osmers 

Wier 

Jackson 

Ostertag 

Williams,  Miss. 

Jarman 

Patterson 

Willis 

Jenkins 

Pelly 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Jennings 

Perkins 

Winstead 

Jensen 

Pfost 

Withrow 

Johansen 

Philbin 

Wolverton 

Johnson 

Pillion 

Wright 

Jonas 

Polk 

Yates  X 

Jones,  Ala. 

Porter 

Young 

Jones,  Mo. 

Price 

Younger 

Judd 

Prouty 

Zablocki 

Karsten 

Quie 

Kearns 

Reece,  Tenn. 

NAYS— 28 

Alger 

Kilgore 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Ayres 

Laird 

Rutherford 

Burleson 

McGregor 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Mahon 

Smith,  Va. 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Neal 

Teague,  Tex. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Poage 

Thomas 

Fisher 

Poff 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Gary 

Ray 

Tuck 

Glenn 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Gwinn 

Rivers 

NOT  VOTING— 101 

Abbitt 

Buckley 

Edmondson 

Adair 

Burdick 

Evins 

Allen,  Calif. 

Carnahan 

Farbstein 

Anfuso 

Celler 

Fino 

Barden 

Clevenger 

Forrester 

Baring 

Colmer 

Gordon 

Becker 

Coudert 

Grant 

Bennett,  Mich.  Davis,  Ga. 

Gregory 

Boggs 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Gubser 

Boland 

Dawson,  Utah 

Halleck 

Bolling 

Dent 

Harden 

Bolton 

Dies 

Hardy 

Bow 

Diggs 

Harrison,  Va. 

Boykin 

Dollifiger 

Healey 

Breeding 

Dooley 

Hess 

BroyhiU 

Durham 

Hillings 

Hoeven 

Miller,  Md. 

Scherer 

Holifield 

Mumma 

Scott,  Pa. 

Horan 

Murray 

Scudder 

James 

Norblad 

Staggers 

Kean 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Sullivan 

Kearney 

O’Neill 

Taber 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Passman 

Taylor 

Kilburn 

Patman 

Teller 

Kirwan 

Pilcher 

Tollefson 

Landrum 

Powell 

Utt 

LeCompte 

Preston 

Vinson 

Lennon 

Rabaut 

Wharton 

McCormack 

Radwan 

Whitener 

McDonough 

Rains 

Wigglesworth 

Mclntire 

Riley 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Martin 

Robeson,  Va. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Mason 

Rooney 

Zelenko 

Miller,  Calif. 

St.  George 

So  the  conference  ’report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 


pairs: 

Mr.  McCormack  with  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Teller  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Kean. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Coudert. 

Mrs.  Sullivan  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Breeding  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Miller  of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Becker. 

Mr.  Barden  with  Mr.  Halleck. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Wiggles- 
worth. 

Mr.  Riley  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Wilson  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  Preston  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  Clevenger. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Edmondson  with  Mr.  Rad  wan, 

Mr.  Forrester  with  Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Durham  with  Mr,  Broyhill. 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Allen  of  California. 

Mr.  Lennon  with  Mr.  Mumma. 

Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  Gubser. 

Mr.  Gordon  with  Mr.  Hess. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 

Mr.  Patman  with  Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Bow. 

Mr.  Boykin  with  Mr.  Dawson  of  Utah. 

Mrs.  Kelly  of  New  York  with  Mrs.  Harden. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  James. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Rooney  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mr.  Wharton. 

Mr.  Healey  with  Mr.  Scott  of  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  Robeson  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Tollef¬ 
son. 

Mr.  Dollinger  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Bolling  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Hillings. 

Mr.  Grant  with  Mr.  Scudder. 

Mr.  HIESTAND  and  Mr.  NORRELL 
changed  their  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  NEAL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  opposed 
this  legislation. 

The  Federal  Highway  System,  designed 
to  meet  a  recognized  need,  was  well  con¬ 
ceived  and  planned  for  completion  over  a 
definite  period  of  years  with  funds  an¬ 
ticipated  from  taxes  to  be  imposed  on  the 
users. 

Any  project  of  such  proportions  ad¬ 
mittedly  will  require  most  careful  studies 
and  planning,  in  order  that  waste,  in- 
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efficiency,  and  engineering  errors  may  be  further  about  the  matter,  though  the 


avoided. 

In  my  opinion,  the  Congress  should 
avoid  legislating  hasty  provisions  that 
will  invite  unwise  and  uncoordinated 
approaches  to  one  of  the  most  expensive 
programs  ever  before  undertaken  by  our 
Government  in  peacetime. 

While  it  is  highly  desirable  to  insti¬ 
tute  much  needed  Federal  works  proj¬ 
ects  for  the  purpose  of  absorbing  the 
acute  unemployment  problem  facing  our 
Nation  today,  this  program,  because  of 
necessary  delays  in  getting  the  program 
underway,  will  fall  short  of  anticipated 
results  in  this  respect. 

This  Federal  highway  program  is  too 
important  to  the  future  of  transporta¬ 
tion  needs  to  be  approached  in  haste. ' 
This  bill  foreshadows  just  such  attempts 
whereby  the  future  stability  of  this  great 
project  will  fall  short  of  full  returns  for 
money  involved. 


Governor  was  available  in  the  room  for 
questioning. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  next  time  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man]  decides  to  comment  on  matters  of 
this  kind,  he  checks  the  record  a  little 
more  thoroughly  than  he  did  in  this 
instance. 


GOVERNOR  WILLIAMS,  OF 
MICHIGAN 

(Mr.  MACHROWICZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  I  minute.) 

Mr.  MACHROWICZ.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
yesterday  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoffman]  took  the  floor  of  this 
House  to  comment  on  the  testimony  of 
Gov.  G.  Mennen  Williams,  of  Michigan, 
before  .the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
this  last  Monday,  March  31.  In  his  com¬ 
ments  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
stated  that  the  Governor  at  that  time 
indicated  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
amount  of  debt  of  the  State  of  Michigan. 

I  have  much  respect  for  the  thorough¬ 
ness  of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan, 
but  it  seems  that  at  least  in  this  one 
instance  he  slipped  slightly.  If  he  had 
been  as  thorough  as  he  usually  is,  he 
would  have  noted  that,  although  the 
Governor  did  state  that  he  did  not  have 
the  exact  figures  immediately  at  hand, 
he  did  return  to  the  hearing  room  within 
an  hour  and  placed  them  into  the 
Record. 

For  the  gentleman’s  enlightenment,  I 
cite  here  that  portion  of  the  transcript 
of  March  31  relative  to  this  matter: 

Mr.  Machrowicz.  When  Governor  Williams 
was  on  the  stand,  earlier  today,  he  was  asked 
a  question  about  what  the  Michigan  debj 
was.  At  that  time  he  did  not  have  the  ava 
able  figures. 

Governor  Williams  is  now  in  the  hearing 
room  and  has  asked  that  these  figures  be 
placed  in  the  record.  He  is  availably  to  ex¬ 
plain  them  if  necessary. 

The  figures  for  1956  are  as  follows: 

The  total  State  and  local  c/Dt,  $1,536,- 
000,000.  The  total  State  debt  alone  was 
$519  million,  of  which  $199  million  is  faith 
and  credit  debt.  Three  hundred  and  twenty 
million  dollars  is  self -liquidating;  this  is 
debt  such  as  the  Mackinac'  Bridge  debt  which 
tolls  pay  for,  and  other  similar  debts.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  these  figures  be 
placed  in  the  record  dt  the  appropriate  place 
where  the  question  Was  asked. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  done. 

When  these,*- figures  were  put  into  the 
record,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mi\  Curtis],  who  originally  asked  for 
the  figure#;  was  in  the  hearing  room,  but 
did  not  /moose  to  question  the  Governor 


TAX  ON  ADMISSIONS  TO  CERTAIN 
MUSICAL  PERFORMANCES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  8794)  to 
provide  an  exemption  from  the  tax  im¬ 
posed  on  admissions  to  certain  musical 
performances,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows : 

Page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  “be”  and  insert 
‘is." 

Page  1,  line  5,  after  “  “musical”  insert  “or 
camatic.”  ^ 

?age  1,  line  8,  after  “musical”  insert 


/ 


latic.” 

1,  after  line  8,  insert: 

.2.  Section  4233  (a)  (1)  (C)  of  sufch 
Code  is\amended  by  inserting  before  'the 
period  at,  the  end  of  the  last  sentence 
thereof  ‘on,  to  the  benefit  of  hospitals  for 
crippled  children,  or  both.’ 

Page  1,  aft&;  line  8,  insert 

“Sec.  3.  Section  4233  (a)  of  sjfch  Code  is 
amended  by  ad<34ng  at  the  ena  thereof  the 
following  new  pi 

“(11)  Athletic  gfcunes  ioj/  benefit  of  re 
tarded  children;  Any  admissions  to  an  ath¬ 
letic  game  between*  tedms  composed  of 
students  from  elementary  or  secondary 
schools,  or  colleges,  Ja  \he  proceeds  from 
such  game  inure  exclusively  to  the  benefit 
of  an  organization  described  in  section  501 
(c)  (3)  which  is  exempt  from  tax  under 
section  501  (a) /and  which  is  ,  operated  ex¬ 
clusively  for  ;the  purpose  of  aiding  and 
advancing  rejaarded  children.” 

Page  1,  ljne  9,  strike  out  “2”  &pd  insert 

»* 

Page  1/line  9,  strike  out  “the  fif^t  sec¬ 
tion  of 

Amebd  the  title  so  as  to  read :  “An  a&t  to 
provide  exemptions  from  the  tax  imposed 
on /admissions  for  admissions  to  certa: 

deal  and  dramatic  performances  am 
fthletic  events.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

(Mr.  MILLS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
, point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
Members  of  the  House  will  recall,  H.  R. 
8794  as  it  passed  the  House  provided  an 
exemption  from  the  Federal  excise  tax 
on  admissions  for  certain  musical  per¬ 
formances  so  as  to  make  an  exemption 
available  to  nonprofit  civic  or  com¬ 
munity  membership  associations  not 
only  in  the  case  of  performances  by 
symphony  orchestras,  bands,  and  vocal 
groups  and  in  the  case  of  ballets,  operas, 


and  operettas,  but  also  in  the  case  of 
musical  comedies  and  reviews.  / 

The  Senate  amended  the  bill  in.  the 
following  respects:  First,  such  amend¬ 
ments  would  exempt  from  admissions 
tax  athletic  events  between  tea/is  com¬ 
posed  of  students  where  the  proceeds  are 
divided  between  the  educational  institu¬ 
tions  involved  and  hospital/for  crippled 
children,  and  would  exempt  from  admis¬ 
sions  tax  such  athletic  e, Vents  where  the 
proceeds  are  devoted  .to  organizations 
operated  exclusively  for  the  purpose  of 
aiding  and  advancing  retarded  children. 
There  were  certain  technical  amend¬ 
ments  in  addition.  Also,  there  was  a 
floor  amendment  to  change  the  title  of 
the  bill  and  an  amendment  to  exempt 
from  the  admissions  tax  dramatic  per¬ 
formances  /here  there  is  involved  an  or- 
ganizationwhich  has  civic  or  community 
membership. 

(Mr.  REED  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 
jfcv.  REED.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House- 
or  passed  version  of  this  legislation  had  as 
/its  purpose  amending  the  Internal  Reve- 
or  nue  Code  so  as  to  extend  the  existing 


exemption  from  the  excise  tax  on  ad¬ 
missions  presently  available  with  re¬ 
spect  to  certain  concerts  so  that  the  ex¬ 
emption  would  be  available  with  respect 
to  musical  performances  conducted  by 
nonprofit  civic  or  community  member¬ 
ship  associations.  The  Senate  in  acting 
on  H.  R.  8794  has  extended  the  exemption 
from  the  admissions  tax  to  athletic 
games  between  teams  composed  of  stu¬ 
dents  from  elementary  or  secondary 
schools  or  colleges  where  the  gross  pro¬ 
ceeds  are  divided  between  the  schools 
involved  and  hospitals  for  crippled 
children.  The  exemption  has  also  been 
extended  to  such  athletic  games  where 
the  proceeds  inure  to  an  exempt  educa¬ 
tional,  charitable,  or  religious  organiza¬ 
tion  operated  exclusively  for  the  benefit 
of  retarded  children. 

I  would  like  to  commend  my  able  col¬ 
league  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Curtis]  for 
the  effective  work  he  has  done  on  this 
meritorious  legislation. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
’rom  Missouri  [Mr.  Curtis]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Karsten] 
be/permitted  to  extend  their  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection.to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri  addressed 
the  House.  Nflis  remarks  will  appear 
Appendix.] 

addressed  the  House, 
ipear  hereafter  in  the 


hereafter  in 


[Mr.  KARS’] 
His  remarks  will 
Appendix.] 
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INVINCIBLE  SPIRIT  OF  PATRICK 


(Mr, 


PHILBIN  asked  'g,nd  was  given 


No.  55- 


-11 


permission  to  extend  his,  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record.)  \ 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  St. 
Patrick’s  observances  throughout  the 
world,  particularly  here  in  our  own  Na- 

\ 
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tion\took  on  special  significance  this 
year,  Hot  only  because  of  the  increased 
size  arid,  fervor  of  the  celebrations,  but 
because  of  the  world  backdrop  against 
which  thejKwere  held. 

Confusion:;,  even  chaos,  stalk  through 
much  of  the  world;  economic  warning 
signs  are  hoisted;  the  fear  of  nuclear 
destruction  from  space  poises  ominously 
over  the  human  race. 

But  the  example 'and  precepts  of  the 
glorious  Patrick  starid  unchanged,  im¬ 
mutable,  symbol  of  the  living  faith,  a 
spiritual  armor  that  will  guard  us  and 
the  world  from  harm.  \ 

St.  Patrick  exemplifies  the  invincible 
spirit  of  the  Emerald  Isle  and  the  daunt¬ 
less  will  of  its  noble  people.  V 

Selfless,  God-like  and  universal,  St. 
Patrick  is  as  the  indestructible  rock  upon 
which  the  century  tides  of  human  tur- 
moil  may  beat  ceaselessly  only  to\be 
brushed  away  as  if  by  one  light  touch 
the  Divine  Maker. 

The  Nation  and  the  world  must  pon¬ 
der  well  upon  the  example  of  the  lofty 
spirit  of  St.  Patrick  and  the  history  of 
the  Irish  people  because  here  is  the  tri¬ 
umph  of  eternal  faith,  good  works,  and 
unflinching  determination. 

Let  Americans  and  freedom-lovers 
everywhere  recall  and  again  be  inspired 
by  the  infinite  power  of  prayer  and  the 
inconquerable  spirit  of  a  people  fired  by 
love  of  God  and  allegiance  to  personal 
liberty. 

The  Irish  saga  is  but  part  of  the  great 
age-old  struggle  for  liberty.  But  it  is 
a  part  that  teaches  us  eloquently  that 
men  of  faith  and  men  of  courage  can 
never  be  defeated. 

There  is  another  lesson  to  be  learned 
from  the  great  human  experience  of 
Patrick  and  the  Irish  and  that  is  the 
lesson  of  undimmed  hope  when  dark 
despair  casts  its  somber  reflection  upon 
the  world. 

Let  the  enemies  of  freedom  beware  of 
further  arousing  the  conscience  of  free¬ 
men.  Let  those  who  plot  our  destruc¬ 
tion  and  our  conquest  recognize  above 
all  that  we  will  ever  affirm  and  defend 
our  faith  in  our  great  destiny  of  free¬ 
dom  and  that  we  will  resist,  if  need  be, 
with  all  our  great  strength  and  power 
the  evil  forces  that  so  cynically  assail 
our  most  precious  values  and  would,  if 
they  had  their  way,  bring  us  by  the 
mailed  fist  under  the  slavish  mastery  of 
the  godless  superstate. 

What  the  Nation  and  the  world  needs 
today  is  the  resolution  to  live  by  the  solid 
values  upon  which  our  civilization' rests, 
the  values  that  Patrick  stressed,  that  the 
Irish  heritage  represents  and  that  are  so 
intimately  bound  up  with  our  own  his¬ 
tory  and  national  fife.  / 

Devotion  to  the  Creator-rind  the  cause 
of  human  liberty,  if  it  .is  felt  sincerely 
and  practiced  resolutely  can  help  greatly 
to  lift  up  the  hearts  and  the  hopes  of 
innumerable  victim#'  of  tyranny.  More 
than  that,  our  uncompromising  adher¬ 
ence  to  our  political  and  spiritual  ideals 
will  preserve  our  rights  and  liberties  as 
free  men  and  women,  regardless  of  the 
blatant  threats  and  blandishments  of 
the  Marxist  conspiracy. 

It  will  be  these  values,  not  the  selfish, 
materialistic  ones,  not  the  economic 


ones,  that  will  put  the  enemies  of  free¬ 
dom  to  rout.  It  will  be  the  values  of 
Patrick  and  his  brave  nation,  the  values 
of  American  patriots  and  freedom  fight¬ 
ers  everywhere  moved  by  faith,  valor 
and  determination  that  will,  under  God, 
preserve  the  American  constitutional 
system,  our  way  of  life,  our  families  and 
our  shrines  and  bring  to  the  world  the 
peace  that  “surpasseth  all  understand¬ 
ing”;  the  lasting  peace  and  security  rest¬ 
ing  in  justice,  compassion  and  the  rights 
of  man. 


FOURTH  INTERNATIONAL  AUTO¬ 
MATION  CONGRESS  AND  EXPOSI¬ 
TION 

Mr.  MORGAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  347)  authorizing  and  re¬ 
questing  the  President  to  invite  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  and  foreign  countries  to  take 
iart  in  the  Fourth  International  Auto¬ 
mation  Congress  and  Exposition  to  be 
held  in  the  New  York  Coliseum  at  New 
Yom,  N.  Y.,  from  June  9  to  June  13, 
1958. 

The  'Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  joint 
resolution 

The  Cldrk  read  the  Senate  amenc 
ments,  as  f  dijows : 

Page  2,  line  '3^  strike  out  "and  requested.” 

Page  2,  line  vKstrike  out  all  after  /1958” 
over  to  and  including  “City”  in  line  3  page  3. 

Amend  the  title ,  so  as  to  rea$T:  "Joint 
resolution  authorizing  the  President  to  in¬ 
vite  the  several  StatesVnd  foreign  countries 
to  take  part  in  the  fourth  International 
Automation  Congress  anri  Exposition  to  be 
held  in  the  New  York  Coliseum  at  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  from  June  9  to  Jupfe  1.3,  1958.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is*  thereVbjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleflqan  from 
Pennsylvania?  / 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  wer£\con- 
curred  in. 


A  motion.fSo  reconsider  was  laid  on  fee 


table. 


/ 


/ 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  yes¬ 
terday’s  Record  on  page  5490,  in  the 
third  column,  lines  27  and  46,  the  words 
/‘2  miles”  should  be  changed  to  ‘TJ/2 
miles.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RECESSION  REMEDY 

(Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  5 
minutes  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
this  session  of  Congress  opened  in  Janu¬ 
ary  my  office  has  received  volumes  of 
mail  and  visits  by  delegations  from  In¬ 
diana  requesting  drastic  action  on  legis¬ 
lation  to  aid  in  curtailing  the  growing 
unemployment.  Industrial  workers, 
farmers,  and  small  retail  business  groups 


have  visited  me,  all  hoping  for  legisla¬ 
tive  action  to  restore  public  buying 
power. 

After  5  years  of  high  interest 
and  a  tight-money  policy  coupled  wi 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Benson’s  agri¬ 
culture  program  we  find  that  billioris  of 
dollars  in  buying  power  has  beer/grad¬ 
ually  siphoned  from  the  farm  ^rid  con¬ 
suming  groups  in  our  economy  until  we 
have  finally  found  consumer  goods  and 
machinery  products  dormant  in  our 
retail  markets. 

Five  and  one-half  milMbn  unemployed 
does  not  give  the  true  picture  of  our 
economic  condition.  /  This  figure  does 
not  include  additional  millions  who  are 
working  part  time-r-3  to  4  days  per  week. 
Millions  of  small  farmers  have  left  the 
farm  and  are  ^working  or  seeking  em¬ 
ployment  in  pur  towns  and  cities. 

The  following  antirecession  programs 
should  have  already  been  placed  in  actual 
-operation  and  I  hope  our  Government 
will  not  delay  further  in  getting  action 
on  saqfe: 

First.  Increase  individual  personal  ex¬ 
emptions  from  $600  to  $700. 

Second.  Pass  legislation  to  establish 
federal  standards  for  unemployment 
compensation  as  recommended  by  the 
Kennedy-McCarthy  bill. 

Third.  Double  time  speedup  on  im¬ 
mediate  highway  construction.  The  $31 
billion  highway  program  was  passed  by 
the  Congress  almost  2  years  ago  and  is 
still  in  blueprint  stage. 

Fourth.  Construction  of  much  needed 
schools,  hospitals,  post  offices,  and  flood- 
control  projects. 

Fifth.  Replace  Secretary  Benson  and 
reestablish  the  farm  policy  which  Benson 
discarded  in  1953.  The  farmers’  buying 
power  must  be  restored. 

If  the  President  and  his  minority  con¬ 
gressional  leaders  will  cooperate  with  the 
Congress  on  the  above  5  antidepression 
measures,  public  buying  power  will 
gradually  increase  and  production  and 
employment  reestablished. 

It  is  astounding  to  observe  the  political 
antics  of  some  of  our  dedicated  so-called 
states  rights  governors  passing  the 
ick  to  Congress  for  relief  of  unemploy- 
merit  in  their  States.  The  governor  of 
my  State  of  Indiana  is  an  outstanding 
example  of  one  engaging  in  political 
doubletalk.  For  several  years  Gov¬ 
ernor  Handley  in  speeches,  television, 
and  newspapers  has  denounced  the 
policy  of  Indiana  receiving  Federal 
money  from  Washington.  He  now  has 
reversed  his  campaign  propaganda  and 
has  made  two  trips  to  Federal  agencies 
for  help  to  relieve\memployment. 

Thousands  of  Hosiers  would  now  be 
employed  on  much-nrieded  school,  hos¬ 
pital,  and  highway  construction  had  he 
and  other  members  of  his  party  sup¬ 
ported  a  Federal  cooperation  program 
during  the  last  few  years. 

COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT 
MARINE  AND  FISHERII 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I\ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  mriy 
have  until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a  re¬ 
port  on  the  bill  H.  R.  11451. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
vthe  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

aere  was  no  objection. 

THE  SECRETARY  OP  AGRICULTURE 

(Mr.  WHITTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permissioK  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  anK  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Tuesday,  April  \  we  passed  our  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  the  coining  fiscal  year.  In 
connection  with  the  Bill,  I  submitted  for 
the  committee  our  report  which  shows 
that  in  the  last  5  years, \nder  Secretary 
Benson,  farm  income  has  gone  down 
greatly.  Farm  costs  have  gqne  up.  The 
take  of  the  middleman  has\constantly 
increased,  as  have  the  payments  from 
the  Treasury.  With  all  of  this,  consumer 
prices  have  gone  up.  Commodity'Credit 
Corporation  holdings,  despite  grantSy do¬ 
nations,  sales  for  foreign  currencies, 
cash  sales,  have  increased  from  $2 
billion  in  January  1953,  to  $7.2  billioris 
in  January  1958.  Employees  in  the  De¬ 
partment  have  increased  by  17,000;  and 
the  cost  of  operating  the  regular  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department  has  increased 
from  $796  million  in  fiscal  year  1952  to  a 
total  of  $1,729,000,000  for  the  present 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  facts  come  from  the 
Department’s  own  record  of  operations 
under  the  administration  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Benson.  In  view 
of  that  record,  it  is  hard  to  believe  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  stubborn 
as  he  may  be,  would  not  read  from  such 
facts  at  least  some  proof  that  his  pro¬ 
grams  for  American  agriculture  are  not 
working. 

May  I  say,  there  was  no  opposition 
from  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle 
either  to  the  Agriculture  Appropriations 
Committee  repoi’t  or  to  the  bill  as  it 
passed  Congress,  clearly  indicating  the 
realization  by  the  entire  Congress  of  the 
true  situation. 

The  question  follows,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
to  why  the  President  turned  down  the 
pleas  of  Republican  Members  of  Cox 
gress  for  a  change  in  the  secretaryship 
from  Secretary  Benson  to  someone/else. 
In  trying  to  determine  the  President’s 
reasons,  my  attention  was  called  to  a 
copy  of  the  Deseret  News  and  /elegram, 
Salt  Lake  City,  Tuesday,  December  2, 
1952,  where  the  folio  wing/ news  story 
appears : 

Appointment  Viewed  as  I/nor  to  Church 

Provo,  Utah. — Elder  Ezjfe  Taft  Benson  said 
Monday  his  appointment  as  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  wa§  not  /n  honor  to  an  indi¬ 
vidual  but  to  the  entire  Church  of  Jesus 
Christ  of  Latter-Day  Saints. 

Elder  Benson,  jylnember  of  the  Council  of 
the  Twelve,  spc/e  to  Brigham  Young  Uni¬ 
versity  student/  in  the  field  house. 

“This  appointment  means  that  the  world 
has  come  t/recognlze  the  Church  for  what 
it  is  *  *  yi t  is  the  fulfillment  of  &  prophecy 
of  JosephrSmith,  who  said  the  Church  would 
one  da/'  assume  leadership  in  Washington.” 

Speaker,  since  that  time  Elder 
>n  has  reached  a  position  of  great 
influence  at  the  White  House.  He  has 
exercised  great  powers  which  we  believe 


have  resulted  in  a  declining  farm  in¬ 
come.  This,  in  the  opinion  of  our 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  is  a  major 
factor  in  bringing  on  the  great  unem¬ 
ployment  which  exists  in  our  Nation, 
with  more  than  5  million  unemployed. 

I  do  not  know  why  the  President  con¬ 
tinues  to  retain  Elder  Benson  as  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture.  We  Democrats  have 
not  called  on  the  President  to  make  a 
change  in  designation  of  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  because  we  felt  that  such 
action  by  the  opposite  party  would  not 
have  the  desired  result.  I  would  say, 
however,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  whatever 
purpose  the  President  may  have  in  con¬ 
tinuing  the  tenure  and  policies  of  the 
present  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  should  make  a  change,  if  only 
on  a  temporary  basis. 

In  support  of  the  need  for  a  change,  I 
am  reminded  of  the  early  1930’s,  a 
time  of  farm  depression,  when  I  was 
growing  up  in  a  north  Mississippi  agri¬ 
cultural  community.  Money  was  hard 


become  the  absolute  dictator  of  Soviet 
Russia. 

A  man  of  Khrushchev’s  caliber ih  com¬ 
mand  of  Russia  will  obviously  feel  chal¬ 
lenged  by  our  military  in  attempting  to 
take  over  space.  We  must  hpve  adequate 
defense  but  if  the  military  sets  up  an 
operation  on  the  moon,  .then  the  moon 
will  become  a  potential  threat  to  the 
Russians  for  its  very  existence,  however 
innocent,  will  present  a  challenge  to  the 
Russians  because  i / will  have  been  our 
Army  and  Air  FMTe  which  will  control 
the  project.  / 

Surely  this  Congress  must  act  quickly 
yet  thoroughly  on  matters  relating  to 
space.  We/nust  place  moon  and  other 
space  protects  in  the  hands  of  civilians 
in  line  w/th  the  present  geophysical  year 
program.  The  maintenance  of  peace  is 
based/upon  the  correct  moves  during 
days  of  expansion  of  a  space  pro- 
.  Too  much,  too  soon,  by  the  wrong 
s'rsons  could  be  worse  than  none  at  all. 
(Mr.  MACK  of  Washington  asked  and 


to  come  by  and  times  were  tough;  and  we,  '  was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re- 
were  unable  to  afford  a  full-time  preach-  *jnarks«at  -±iiis_poiatv) . 
er.  In  view  of  the  ability  of  some  of  our 
syisiting  preachers  to  eat,  frequently 
iring  revivals  different  families  ifi  the 
community  would  keep  the  visiting 


Mr.  MACK  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Speaker,  only  one  provision  in  this  bill 
will  put  very  many  people  to  work  im¬ 
mediately.  This  is  the  provision  in¬ 
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creasing  the  forest  access  road  and  trail 
authorization  that  is  now  $27  million  a 


this  responsibility.  By  that  policy  of 
passing  \ur  preachers  around,  taking 
care  of  trhyn  did  not  cpst  anyone  too 
much. 

Mr.  Speake^.  may /f  say  again  that 
while  we  Demo&fatsynaven’t  joined  in  a 
call  on  the  President  to  remove  our  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture,  I  do  feel  that, 
whatever  reasons  President  Eisenhower 
has  for  keepingElder  Benson  in  his  Cabi¬ 
net,  he  should  do  as  we.once  did  in  our 
community*— the  President  should  pass 
him  arouna.  If  the  President  must  keep 
him,  if  he  would  only  transfer  him  to  the 
positioi/  of  Secretary  of  Labor^or  Secre¬ 
tary  m  Commerce,  or  any  othef\depart- 
mept  even  for  a  short  period  of  \me,  it 


year  to  $32  million. 

The  spending  of  this  extra  forest  ac¬ 
cess  road  money  can  be  started  almost 
immediately  after  appropriations  for  it 
are  available  on  next  July  1. 

The  Forest  Service  is  prepared  and 
ready  to  start  letting  contracts  for  build¬ 
ing  theses  access  roads  at  once.  These 
roads  are  of  a  type  that  require  the  use 
of  tremendous  amounts  of  hand  labor, 
and  their  building  therefore  will  be  most 
helpful  in  creating  jobs  almost  imme- 
j  diately  for  unemployed  persons.  Among 
the  labor  required  to  build  such  roads  is 
that  of  timber  fallers,  buckers,  logging- 
truck  drivers  and  caterpillar  operators. 
Many  of  these  are  unemployed  in  Wash- 


wtfUld  be  only  fair.  Mr.  Speaker, 'll  the  ^gton  and  Oregon  due  to  the  current 
esident  would  get  one  of  those  depfcrt-  slump  in  the  lumber  and  plywood  in- 
ments  to  take  Elder  Benson  for  a  year.it  dustnes.  . 

might  give  our  farmers  a  little  chance  t\  1  hope  1 the  Forest  Service  will  give 
catch  their  breath;  for  truly,  ElderV^^.  attention  to  building  first  forest 
Benson  is  just  about  to  eat  the  farmers  j  oacis  areas  wheie  unemployment  is 
out  of  house  and  home.  v  greatest. 

Owing  to  the  tremendous  holdings  of 
Federal  timber  in  Oregon  and  Washing- 
CIVILIAN  SPACE  AGENCY  ton  about  one-half  of  this  extra  money 

mAn  and  was  uiven  ner—  xvill  be  used  to  build  forest  access  roads 

misSon to  extend hS remarks  at  this  in  these  two  States.  Unemployment  in 
point.) 


Mr.  COAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
the  Congress  was  informed  of  the  space 
proposals  of  President  Eisenhower.  This 
plan,  as  presented  by  the  President,  calls 
for  a  civilian  space  agency  and  is  similar 
in  great  detail  to  the  plan  which  I  have 
presented  the  Congress  in  my  bill  H.  R. 
9966,  which  I  introduced  on  January  14 
of  this  year. 

It  is,  I  believe,  a  cause  for  serious  con¬ 
cern  that  the  President  has  recently 


Washington  and  Oregon  is  far  above 
the  national  average.  Washington  and 
Oregon  on  March  15,  according  to  a 
report  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  had 
102,619  unemployed  on  that  date,  as 
compared  to  only  30,779  on  the  same 
date  a  Vear  ago. 

GENERAL  HIGHWAY  FUNDS 

While  the  sums  provided  by  this  bill 
for  the  construction  of  interstate  roads 
and  of  State  roads — primary,  secondary, 
and  urban — is  enormous,  there  is  small 


and  to  orbit  satellites  around  the  moon. 
Coincident  with  the  President’s  order 
for  the  military  to  enter  into  this  phase 
of  the  space  program  came  the  an¬ 
nouncement  that  Nikita  Khrushchev  has 


ordered  the  military  to  launch  rockets  ^prospect  that  the  funds  will  be  used 


quickly  to  increase  road  construction  al¬ 
though  we  all  hope  it  will  be  used  quickly. 

In  most  States,  governors  have  been 
dragging  their  feet  on  building  roads 
with  the  Federal  funds  already  avail- 
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able  to  them  for  such  road  construction. 
The  Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  re¬ 
port  for  March  1,  1958  shows  that  there  ; 
now  is  more  than  $1.1  billion  of  inter-  : 
state  highway  Federal  money  available 
to  the  States  but  which  has  not  been  re¬ 
quested  by  the  States  for  use  on  road 
jobs. 

The  same  report  shows  that  $600 
million  of  Federal  funds  that  are  avail-  { 
able  to  the  governors  for  the  asking  for  j 
State  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  ■ 
roadbuilding  are  still  lying  here  in  i 
Washington  awaiting  requests  for  their 
use  from  the  governors. 

The  greatest  help  to  create  roadbuild¬ 
ing  jobs  for  the  unemployed  would  be 
for  the  governors  to  request  and  use  ^ 
Federal  money  now  available  to  them 
which  they  so  far  have  not  requested. 

Great  sums  authorized  by  Congress  to 
help  the  States  build  roads  do  no  good 
unless  the  governors  ask  for  it  and  use  it.  i 

Some  states  are  doing  a  good  job  on 
the  roadbuilding  program.  California, 
Kansas,  Ohio,  Illinois,  Oklahoma,  and 
Michigan  are  using  all  of  the  money  or 
nearly  all  of  it  allocated  to  them  by,  the 
Federal  Government.  Many  of  the  other 
States  have  used  only  from  25  to  50 
percent  of  the  money  allocated  to  their 
states. 

I  urge  governors  who  have  been  drag- 
ging  their  feet  on  the  roads  program 
to  make  a  greater  effort  to  speed  up  use 
of  the  Federal  road  funds  which  are 
available  to  them  for  the  asking. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  re¬ 
marks  of  April  1,  page  5336,  I  said: 

We  must  remember  that  every  depression 
we  have  had  in  this  United  States  of  America 
has  been  farm  bred  and  farm  led. 

The  word  “profession”  appears  in  the 
Record  instead  of  the  word  “depression.” 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
permanent  Record  be  corrected. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL  / 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  correct  rollcall 
No.  40.  I  was  not  recorded  as  votj-ng.  I 
was  present  in  the  Chamber  and  voted 
“aye”  when  my  name  was  calle^ 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  rollcall  will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection* 

' 


[Mr.  HOSMER  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.]  / 

COMMITTEE  /ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  may 
have  until  midnight  Saturday  to  file  a 
report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection? 
There  was  no  objection. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT  OF 

THE  UNITED  STATES— DEFENSE 

REORGANIZATION  (H.  DOC  NO. 

366) 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  message  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  was  read  by 
the  Clerk  and  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services  and  ordered  to  be 
printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

Last  January  I  advised  the  Congress  of 
two  overriding  tasks  in  present  world 
conditions — the  insuring  of  our  safety 
through  strength,  and  the  building  of  a 
genuine  peace.  To  these  ends,  I  outlined 
Leight  major  items  requiring  urgent 
ption. 

e  was  defense  reorganization, 
this  message  I  discuss  the  admin- 
istra\ive  and  legislative  changes  that  I 
consider  essential  to  the  effective  direc¬ 
tion  of  our  entire  Defense  Establishment. 
They  aremot  numerous.  They  are,  how¬ 
ever,  verySumportant.  They  flow  from 
these  principles: 

First,  separate  ground,  seas,  and  ai/ 
warfare  is  gone  forever.  If  ever  ag£ 
we  should  be  involved  in  war,  weywill 
fight  it  in  all  elerpents,  with  all  services, 
as  one  single  concentrated  effort.  Peace¬ 
time  preparatory  Wld  organizational 
activity  must  conform-Jo  this  fact.  Stra¬ 
tegic  and  tactical  planning  must  be  com¬ 
pletely  unified,  combat  topees  organized 
into  unified  commands,  Mich  equipped 
with  the  most  efficient  weapons  systems 
that  science  can  develop,  singly  led  and 
prepared  to  fight  as/one,  regardless  of 
service.  The  accomplishment  of  this  re¬ 
sult  is  the  basic  function  of  thCv  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense, rtdvised  and  assisted  by 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  operating 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Commander 
in  Chief. 

Additionally,  Secretary  of  Defense  au¬ 
thority,  .especially  in  respect  to  the  de-'- 
velopment  of  new  weapons,  must  be  clear 
and  direct,  and  flexible  in  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  funds.  Prompt  decisions  and 
elimination  of  wasteful  activity  must  be 
primary  goals. 

These  principles  I  commend  to  the 
Congress.  In  conformity  to  them  I  have 
formulated  and  urgently  recommend 
certain  changes  in  our  Defense  Estab¬ 
lishment.  Clearly  we  should  preserve 
the  traditional  form  and  pattern  of  the 
services  but  should  regroup  and  redefine 
certain  service  responsibilities.  From 
this  will  flow  the  following  significant 
results : 

Strategic  planning  will  be  unified. 

Our  fighting  forces  will  be  formed  into 
unified  commands  effectively  organized 
for  the  attainment  of  national  objectives. 

Military  command  channels  will  be 
streamlined. 

The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  professional  military  assistance  re¬ 
quired  for  efficient  strategic  planning 
and  operational  control. 

The  control  and  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  over  military 
research  and  development  will  be 
strengthened. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  will  be 
granted  needed  flexibility  in  the  man¬ 
agement  of  defense  funds. 


The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  Joir 
Chiefs  of  Staff  will  be  given  a  direct 
voice  in  the  appointment,  assignment, 
and  removal  of  officers  in  the  top  two. 
military  ranks. 

The  authority  of  the  Secreta/^  of  De¬ 
fense  will  be  clarified  to  enable  him  to 
function  as  a  fully  effective  zfeent  of  the 
President  as  Commander  in  Chief. 

The  overall  efficiency  fit  the  Defense 
Department  will  be  inc 

The  tendency  toward  service  rivalry 
and  controversy,  which  has  so  deeply 
troubled  the  American  people,  will  be 
sharply  reduced.. 

In  the  following  remarks  I  set  forth 
the  background  and  details  of  these  leg¬ 
islative  and  administrative  proposals. 

In  recent  years  a  revolution  has  been 
taking  ptice  in  the  techniques  of  war. 
Entirely  new  weapons  have  emerged. 
They/ranscend  all  we  have  before  known 
fstructive  power,  in  range,  in  swift¬ 
ness  of  delivery.  Thermonuclear  weap- 
is,  missiles,  new  aircraft  of  great  speed 
■^nd  range,  atomic  ground  weapons,  nu¬ 
clear  submarines  have  changed  the  whole 
scale  and  tempo  of  military  destructive¬ 
ness.  Warning  times  are  vanishing. 
There  can  be  little  confidence  that  we 
would  surely  know  of  an  attack  before 
it  is  launched.  Speeds  of  flight  are 
already  such  as  to  make  timely  reaction 
difficult  and  interception  uncertain. 

The  need  to  maintain  an  effective  de¬ 
terrent  to  war  becomes  ever  more  criti¬ 
cal.  In  this  situation,  we  must  find 
more  efficient  and  economical  means  of 
developing  new  devices  and  fitting  them 
into  our  Defense  Establishment.  We 
must  so  revise  this  establishment  as  not 
only  to  improve  our  own  use  of  such 
devices ;  additionally  we  must  be  able  to 
counter  their  use  against  us. 

The  products  of  modern  technology 
are  not,  in  many  cases,  readily  adaptable 
to  traditional  service  patterns  or  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  of  law.  Thus  there  has 
tended  to  be  confusion  and  controversy 
over  the  introduction  of  new  weapons 
intcKour  Armed  Forces  and  over  the  cur¬ 
rent  Xapplicability  of  long-established 
service\roles  and  missions. 

Moreover,  the  new  weapons  and  other 
defense  undertakings  are  so  costly  as  to 
heavily  burden  our  entire  economy.  We 
must  achieve  the  utmost  military  effi¬ 
ciency  in  orcter  to  generate  maximum 
power  from  thejresources  we  have  avail¬ 
able. 

Confronted  by  kuch  urgent  needs,  we 
cannot  allow  differing  service  viewpoints 
to  determine  the  character  of  our  de¬ 
fenses — either  as  to  operational  plan¬ 
ning  and  control,  or  askto  the  develop¬ 
ment,  production  and  use  of  newer 
weapons.  To  sanction  administrative 
confusion  and  interservice  debate  is,  in 
these  times,  to  court  disaster^  I  cannot 
overemphasize  my  conviction\that  our 
country’s  security  requirements  lpust  not 
be  subordinated  to  outmoded  or\ingle- 
service  concepts  of  war. 

i 

An  understanding  of  the  course  ov*r 
which  we  have  come  to  the  present  wir 
help  determine  the  path  we  should  folA 
low  now  and  in  the  future. 
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Public  Law  85-381 
85th  Congress,  H.  R.  9821 
April  16,  1958 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1010  (00 
Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1950 
(70  Stat.  374),  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Re  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SEC.  1.  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS. 

(a)  (1)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  tlie  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and 
supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $900,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960;  and 
the  sum  of  $925,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961.  The 
sums  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  as  follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system. 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system. 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  these  systems 
within  urban  areas. 

(2)  Apportionments. — The  sums  authorized  by  this  section  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided 
by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  approved  December  20,  19J4 
(58  Stat.  838). 

(b)  Ava ii, ability  for  Expeniiiture. — Any  sums  apportioned  to 
any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that 
State  for  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such 
sums  are  authorized,  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided ,  That 
such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to 
the  total  of  the  sums  herein  and  heretofore  apportioned  to  the  State 
is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvements  of  specific  projects  as 
.provided  in  this  Act  and  prior  Acts:  Provided  further.  That  in  the 
case  of  those  sums  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  apportioned  to 
any  State  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  sysrem, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State,  dis¬ 
charge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  specifications,  esti¬ 
mates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and  construction 
of  such  secondary  road  projects  by  his  receiving  and  approving  a 
certified  statement  by  the  State  highway  department  setting  forth 
that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction  for  such  projects  are  in 
accord  with  the  standards  and  procedures  of  such  State  applicable  to 
projects  in  this  category  approved  by  him:  Provided  further,  That 
such  approval  shall  not  be  given  unless  such  standards  and  procedures 
are  in  accordance  with  the  objectives  set  forth  in  section  1  (b)  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950:  And  provided  further,  That 
nothing  contained  in  the  foregoing  provisos  shall  be  construed  to 
relieve  any  State  of  its  obligation  now  provided  by  law  relative  to 
maintenance,  nor  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  his  obliga¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  selection  of  the  secondary  system  or  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  projects  thereon,  to  make  a  final  inspection  after  construction 
of  each  project,  and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of  the  estimated 
and  actual  cost  of  construction  of  each  project.  Any  Federal-aid 
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primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  released  by  the  payment  of  the 
tinal  voucher  or  by  modification  of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall 
be  credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban, 
previously  apportioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately  available  for 
expenditure. 

Sec.  2.  Additional  Authorization  of  Approprlvtion  of  Federal- 
Aid  Primary,  Secondary,  and  Urban  Funds — (a)  Amount  and 
Apportionment. — For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  $400,000,000  in  addition  to  any  sums  heretofore  authorized 
for  such  fiscal  year.  The  sum  herein  authorized  shall  be  apportioned : 
(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system,  (B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  and  (C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas  among  the  several  States  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
58  stat.  840.  (58  Stat.  838),  using  the  same  percentage  distribution  as  was  used 

in  the  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  heretofore 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1959. 

(b)  Availability  for  Expenditure. — The  amounts  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  section  2  (a)  herein  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  pursuant  to  contracts  awarded  or  work  commenced  by  the  State 
highway  departments  prior  to  December  1,  1958,  for  completion  of 
construction  prior  to  December  1,  1959,  subject  to  delays  caused  by 
circumstances  and  conditions  beyond  the  control  of,  and  without  the 
fault  of  any  contractor  on  such  contracts,  and  delays  created  by  acts 
of  God.  Any  amounts  apportioned  to  a  State  under  provisions  of 
this  section  remaining  unexpended  on  December  1,  1958,  shall  lapse: 
Provided ,  That  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended 
when  covered  by  contracts  awarded  or  work  commenced  prior  to 
December  1,  1958,  and  on  account  of  which  formal  agreements  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  are  entered  into  prior  to  January  1,  1959, 
for  specific  projects. 

(c)  Expenditure  Without  Limitation  as  to  System. — The  sums 
apportioned  under  this  section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for 
projects  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  systems,  including 

72  stat.  90.  extensions  of  these  systems  within  urban  areas,  without  limitation  as f 

72  stat.  91.  to  the  amount  of  any  class  of  funds,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban,  ' 

apportioned  for  projects  on  any  system. 

(d)  Federal  Share. — The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
any  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  not  exceed  66%  per  centum  of  the  total 
cost  thereof  plus,  in  any  State  containing  unappropriated  and  un¬ 
reserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and 
tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein, 
a  percentage  of  the  remaining  33%  per  centum  of  such  cost  equal  to 
the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such- lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total 
area:  Provided .  That  such  Federal  share  payable  on  any  project  in 
any  State  shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  of  such 
project. 

(e)  Authorization  of  Appropriation  for  Increasing  Federal 
Share. — For  the  purpose  of  assisting  any  State  in  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  for  State  funds  to  match  any  sums  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $115,000,000,  which  sum  may  be  used  by  the 
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Secretary  of  Commerce  upon  the  request  of  any  State  to  increase  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  provided  for  by  funds 
made  available  under  the  provisions  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That 
the  amount  of  such  increase  of  the  F ederal  share  shall  not  exceed  two- 
thirds  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  of  such  project. 

(f )  Repayment  of  Amounts  Used  To  Increase  Federal  Share.— 

The  total  amount  of  such  increases  in  the  Federal  share  as  are  made 
pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  above,  shall  be  repaid  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  by  making  deductions  of  sums  equal  to  the  amounts  so  ex¬ 
pended  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system,  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  and  extensions  of  such  systems 
in  urban  areas  in  two  equal  annual  installments  from  the  amounts 
available  to  such  State  for  expenditure  on  such  highways  under  any 
apportionment  of  funds  herein  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  therefor  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 1961,  and  June  30, 

1962. 

(g)  Contract  Authority.— Approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  any  project  on  account  of  which  the  Federal  share  is  increased 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obli¬ 
gation  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  such  increase  in 
the  Federal  share,  and  its  expenditure  shall  be  governed  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

(h)  Declaration  of  Intent. — It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  Congress  that  the  sum  authorized  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  shall  be  supplementary  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of,  any  other  sum 
heretofore  or  herein  authorized  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  or  secondary  systems,  including  extensions  of  these  systems 
within  urban  areas,  and  is  made  available  for  the  purpose  of  imme¬ 
diate  acceleration  of  the  rate  of  highway  construction  on  these  systems 
beyond  that  being  accomplished  with  funds  heretofore  authorized. 

SEC.  3.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND 
TRAILS. 

(a)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
1921  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  23  use  23, 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  additional 
sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  the 
sum  of  $33,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961;  and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
the  additional  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1959,  and  the  sum  of  $30,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1960,  and  June  30,  1961 :  Provided ,  That  with  respect  to  any  72  stat.  qi . 
proposed  construction  or  reconstruction  ot  a  timber  access  road,  ad-  72  stat!  92! 
visory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a  place  convenient  or  adjacent 
to  the  area  of  construction  or  reconstruction  with  notice  and  reason¬ 
able  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their  views  as  to  the 
practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction: 

Provided  further ,  That  hereafter  funds  available  for  forest  highways 
and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall  also  be  available,  for 
adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities :  Provided  further ,  That  the  additional  sum  author¬ 
ized  under  this  subsection  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1959,  shall  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 

Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act: 

Provided  further ,  That  the  additional  amount  herein  authorized  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1959,  and  the  amounts  authorized  herein 
for  forest  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961,  shall  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State, 

Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  in  the  same  percentage  as  the  amounts  appor- 
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tioned  for  expenditure  in  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico  from 
funds  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1958 :  And  'provided  further ,  That  when  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  a  State  may  use  not  to  exceed  the  lesser  of  $500,000 
or  5  per  centum  of  the  amounts  apportioned  to  such  State  under  sec¬ 
tion  1  hereof  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1960,  and 
June  30,  1961,  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement 
of  forest  highways  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems  and 
such  sums  may  be  expended  in  the  same  manner  as  funds  authorized 
by  this  section. 

(b)  Forest  Highways  Study. — The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  appropriate 
officers  of  each  State  containing  a  national  forest,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  shall  make  a  study  to 
determine — 

(1)  the  roads  of  primary  importance  to  a  State,  county, 
or  community  which  are  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  a 
national  forest  and  have  not  been  designated  as  forest  highways; 

(2)  the  amount  necessary  to  complete  construction  of  all  desig¬ 
nated  forest  highways; 

(3)  the  amounts  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1962,  and  for  each  of  the  nine  succeeding  fiscal  years  to  survey, 
construct,  reconstruct,  and  maintain  (A)  roads  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  such  roads  were  forest  highways, 
and  (B)  roads  designated  as  forest  highways,  in  accordance  with 
a  program  to  be  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  after 
consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture ;  and 

(4)  the  method  by  which  the  amounts  determined  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  should  be  apportioned  for 
expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  report  the  results  of  such  study  to 
the  President  and  the  Congress  on  or  before  January  1,  I960. 

SEC.  4.  ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS,  ETC. 

(a)  National  Parks,  etc. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges, 
in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established 
as  national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument 
approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  I960,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961. 

(b)  Parkways. — For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which 
title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1960,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961. 

(c)  Indian  Reservations  and  Lands. — For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges 
and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  192s 
(45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1961 :  Provided ,  That  the  loca¬ 
tion,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
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SEC.  5.  PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS. 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  10  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950  (64  Stat.  785),  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey,  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or 
unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal 
reservations  the  additional  sum  of  $1,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1959,  and  the  sum  of  $3,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30, 1960,  and  June  30, 1961. 

SEC.  6.  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  FEDERAL  DOMAIN  ROADS,  ETC. 

Any  funds  authorized  herein  for  forest  highways,  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads, 
and  public  lands  highways  shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  ap¬ 
portionment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is 
required :  Provided ,  That  any  amount  remaining  unexpended  two 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall 
jlapse.  The  Secretary  of  the  department  charged  with  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  funds  is  hereby  granted  authority  to  incur  obliga¬ 
tions,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under  such  authoriza¬ 
tions.  and  his  action  in  doing  so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof, 
and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  when  so 
obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore,  herein,  or  hereafter  authorized 
for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public 
lands  highways  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal 
to  the  total  of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous 
fiscal  years  since  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955, 
shall  have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment 
of  final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorization  shall  be  cred¬ 
ited  to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Authorization'  of  Appropriations  for  Interstate 
System. — Section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956 
(70  Stat.  374)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows:  23  use  158b. 

“(b)  Authorization  of  Appropriations. — For  the  purpose  of  expe¬ 
diting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of 
necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  Interstate  System,  including 
^extensions  thereof  through  urban  areas,  designated  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  23  use  60, 
(58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
additional  sum  of  $1,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  endiiur  June  30.  72  stat.  93. 
1957,  which  sum  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  authorization  heretofore  7 2  stat.  94. 
made  for  that  year,  the  additional  sum  of  $1,700,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1958,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,500,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1960,  the  additional  sum 
of  $2,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1961,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962, 
the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30, 1963,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  the  additional  sum  of  $2,200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Juile  30,  1967,  the  additional  sum  of 
$1,500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1968,  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $1,025,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969.*’ 

(b)  Apportionments.— Any  portion  of  the  additional  sum  author- 
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ized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1959,  by  section  108  (b)  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by  this  section,  that 
has  not  been  apportioned  heretofore  shall  be  apportioned  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act,  using  certifications  previously  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  States  pursuant  to  section  108  (j)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  and  using  the  same  percentage  distributions  as 
were  used  heretofore  in  the  apportionment  of  funds  authorized  by 
section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30, 1959. 

SEC.  8.  APPROVAL  OF  ESTIMATE  OF  COST  OF  COMPLETING  THE 
INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

The  estimate  of  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  in  each 
State,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  January  7, 1958,  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  108  (d)  of  the  Act 
approved  June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  and  published  as  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  300,  Eighty-fiftli  Congress,  second  session,  is  hereby 
approved  as  the  basis  for  making  the  apportionment  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30/* 
1960.  V 

Sec.  9.  Apportionment  of  Federal-Aid  Highway  Funds  for 
Fiscal  Years  1959  and  1960. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  209  (g)  of  the  Act  approved  June  29,  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  apportion  among 
the  several  States  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  all  of  the  funds 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1959  and  1960,  for  the  Interstate  System 
and  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems,  includ¬ 
ing  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas. 

Sec.  10.  Payments  for  Stockpiled  Materials. — The  first  sentence 
of  the  second  paragraph  of  section  13  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “plus  the  United 
States  pro  rata  part  of  the  value  of  the  materials  which  have  been 
stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of  such  construction  or  reconstruction  in 
conformity  to  said  plans  and  specifications”. 

Sec.  11.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  111  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Availability  of  Federal  Funds  for  Reimbursement  to 
States. — Subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  this  section,  whenever 
a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility  facilities  necessi¬ 
tated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  oic 
secondary  systems  or  on  the  Interstate  System,  including  extensions* 
thereof  within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  reimburse 
the  State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion  as  Federal  funds  are 
expended  on  the  project:  Provided ,  That  Federal  funds  shall  not  be 
reimbursed  to  any  State  under  this  section  when  the  payment  to  the 
utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal  contract  between 
the  utility  and  the  State :  Provided  f  urther ,  That  such  reimbursement 
shall  be  made  only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  shall 
have  been  presented  to  him  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State  has 
paid  such  cost  from  its  own  funds  with  respect  to  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  projects  for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958  for  work, 
including  relocation  of  utility  facilities.” 

Sec.  12.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374)  is 
amended  by  renumbering  section  122  as  section  123  and  inserting  a 
new  section  122,  as  follows : 
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“SEC.  122.  AREAS  ADJACENT  TO  THE  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM. 

“(a)  National  Policy.— To  promote  tlie  safety,  convenience,  and 
enjoyment  of  public  travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce 
and  to  protect  the  public  investment  in  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  Defense  Highways,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  public 
interest  to  encourage  and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to 
improve  areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the 
erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  and 
devices  adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  national 
policy  that  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs, 
displays,  or  devices  within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of 
the  right-of-way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions 
of  the  Interstate  System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right-of-way, 
the  entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to  July  1, 1956,  should 
be  regulated,  consistent  with  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  include  only  the  following 
four  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  advertising  illegal  activities: 

>“(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that  are  required 
r  authorized  by  law. 

“(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon  which 
they  are  located. 

“(3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  or  per¬ 
mitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy 
and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising  activities  being  conducted  at 
a  location  within  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at  which  such  signs  are 
located. 

“(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  in  State 
law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and  standards  of  this 
section,  and  designed  to  give  information  in  the  specific  interest  of  the 
traveling  public. 

“(b)  Agreements. — The  Secretary  of .  Commerce  is  authorized  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  State  highway  departments  (including 
such  supplementary  agreements  as  may  be  necessary)  to  carry  out 
the  national  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with 
respect  to  the  Interstate  System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agree¬ 
ment  shall  include  provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  adver¬ 
tising  devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  subsection  (a)  and  may  include,  among  other  things, 
provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  prevention  of  erosion, 
jjandscaping,  reforestation,  development  of  viewpoints  for  scenic 
''attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  without  charge,  and  the 
erection  of  markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas  in 
appreciation  of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Upon  application  of 
the  State,  any  such  agreement  may,  within  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  consistent  with  the  national  policy,  provide 
for  excluding  from  application  of  the  national  standards  segments  72  stat.  95. 
of  the  Interstate  System  which  traverse  incorporated  municipalities  72  stat,  96. 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 
is  subject  to  municipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other 
areas  where  the  land  use  is  clearly  established  by  State  law  as  indus¬ 
trial  or  commercial :  Provided ,  however ,  That  any  such  segment 
excluded  from  the  application  of  such  standards  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  thereof. 

“(c)  Federal  Share. — Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  2 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  if  an  agree-  58  sta-t.  839. 
ment  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been  entered  into  with  any  State 
prior  to  July  1,  1961,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
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project  on  the  Interstate  System  within  that  State  provided  for  by 
funds  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section  108  of  this  Act,  to 
which  the  national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased 
by  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  not  including 
any  additional  cost  that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the 
agreement:  Provided ,  That  the  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is 
payable  hereunder  shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations  from 
moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such 
appropriations  are  hereby  authorized. 

‘‘(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  interstate  System  is  located 
upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  make  such  arrangements  and 
enter  into  such  agreements  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over 
such  lands  or  reservations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any  such  agency 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  full}'  with  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

“(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adjacent  tc/"* 
the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  purpose™ 
of  implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
cost:  Provided ,  That  reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be  made  only 
with  respect  to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such  project.” 

Sec.  13.  Public  Hearings.— Section  110  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  by  inserting  therein,  immediately 
before  the  .colon  preceding  the  proviso,  a  semicolon  and  the  following : 
“and  any  State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for  an 
Interstate  System  project  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
that  it  has  had  public  hearings  at  a  convenient  location,  or  has  af¬ 
forded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
persons  in  rural  areas  through  or  contiguous  to  whose  property  the 
highway  will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may  have  to  the 
proposed  location  of  such  highway”. 

SEC.  14.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  THIS  ACT  TO  OTHER  ACTS:  EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11, 1916. 
together  with  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto,^ 
not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect  and/1 
be  applicable  hereto.  All  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsist-^* 
ent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed.  This  Act  shall 
take  effect  on  the  date  of  enactment. 

SEC.  15.  SHORT  TITLE. 

This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958”. 

Approved  April  16,  1958. 
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